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About twenty years ago Jobs and Wozniak, the founders of Apple, came up with the very strange idea of selling 
information processing machines for use in the home. The business took off, and its founders made a lot of money and 
received the credit they deserved for being daring visionaries. But around the same time, Bill Gates and Paul Allen 
came up with an idea even stranger and more fantastical: selling computer operating systems. This was much weirder than 
the idea of Jobs and Wozniak. A computer at least had some sort of physical reality to it. It came in a box, you could 
open it up and plug it in and watch lights blink. An operating system had no tangible incarnation at all. It arrived on 
a disk, of course, but the disk was, in effect, nothing more than the box that the OS came in. The product itself was a 
very long string of ones and zeroes that, when properly installed and coddled, gave you the ability to manipulate other 
very long strings of ones and zeroes. Even those few who actually understood what a computer operating system was were 
apt to think of it as a fantastically arcane engineering prodigy, like a breeder reactor or a U-2 spy plane, and not 
something that could ever be (in the parlance of high-tech) "productized."


Yet now the company that Gates and Allen founded is selling operating systems like Gillette sells razor blades. New 
releases of operating systems are launched as if they were Hollywood blockbusters, with celebrity endorsements, talk 
show appearances, and world tours. The market for them is vast enough that people worry about whether it has been 
monopolized by one company. Even the least technically-minded people in our society now have at least a hazy idea of 
what operating systems do; what is more, they have strong opinions about their relative merits. It is commonly 
understood, even by technically unsophisticated computer users, that if you have a piece of software that works on your 
Macintosh, and you move it over onto a Windows machine, it will not run. That this would, in fact, be a laughable and 
idiotic mistake, like nailing horseshoes to the tires of a Buick.


A person who went into a coma before Microsoft was founded, and woke up now, could pick up this morning's New York 
Times and understand everything in it--almost:



Item: the richest man in the world made his fortune from-what? Railways? Shipping? Oil? No, operating systems. Item: 
the Department of Justice is tackling Microsoft's supposed OS monopoly with legal tools that were invented to restrain 
the power of Nineteenth-Century robber barons. Item: a woman friend of mine recently told me that she'd broken off a 
(hitherto) stimulating exchange of e-mail with a young man. At first he had seemed like such an intelligent and 
interesting guy, she said, but then "he started going all PC-versus-Mac on me."



What the hell is going on here? And does the operating system business have a future, or only a past? Here is my view, 
which is entirely subjective; but since I have spent a fair amount of time not only using, but programming, 
Macintoshes, Windows machines, Linux boxes and the BeOS, perhaps it is not so ill-informed as to be completely 
worthless. This is a subjective essay, more review than research paper, and so it might seem unfair or biased compared 
to the technical reviews you can find in PC magazines. But ever since the Mac came out, our operating systems have been 
based on metaphors, and anything with metaphors in it is fair game as far as I'm concerned.




MGBs, TANKS, AND BATMOBILES



Around the time that Jobs, Wozniak, Gates, and Allen were dreaming up these unlikely schemes, I was a teenager living 
in Ames, Iowa. One of my friends' dads had an old MGB sports car rusting away in his garage. Sometimes he would 
actually manage to get it running and then he would take us for a spin around the block, with a memorable look of wild 
youthful exhiliration on his face; to his worried passengers, he was a madman, stalling and backfiring around Ames, 
Iowa and eating the dust of rusty Gremlins and Pintos, but in his own mind he was Dustin Hoffman tooling across the Bay 
Bridge with the wind in his hair.



In retrospect, this was telling me two things about people's relationship to technology. One was that romance and image 
go a long way towards shaping their opinions. If you doubt it (and if you have a lot of spare time on your hands) just 
ask anyone who owns a Macintosh and who, on those grounds, imagines him- or herself to be a member of an oppressed 
minority group.



The other, somewhat subtler point, was that interface is very important. Sure, the MGB was a lousy car in almost every 
way that counted: balky, unreliable, underpowered. But it was fun to drive. It was responsive. Every pebble on the road 
was felt in the bones, every nuance in the pavement transmitted instantly to the driver's hands. He could listen to the 
engine and tell what was wrong with it. The steering responded immediately to commands from his hands. To us passengers 
it was a pointless exercise in going nowhere--about as interesting as peering over someone's shoulder while he punches 
numbers into a spreadsheet. But to the driver it was an experience. For a short time he was extending his body and his 
senses into a larger realm, and doing things that he couldn't do unassisted.



The analogy between cars and operating systems is not half bad, and so let me run with it for a moment, as a way of 
giving an executive summary of our situation today.



Imagine a crossroads where four competing auto dealerships are situated. One of them (Microsoft) is much, much bigger 
than the others. It started out years ago selling three-speed bicycles (MS-DOS); these were not perfect, but they 
worked, and when they broke you could easily fix them.



There was a competing bicycle dealership next door (Apple) that one day began selling motorized vehicles--expensive but 
attractively styled cars with their innards hermetically sealed, so that how they worked was something of a mystery.



The big dealership responded by rushing a moped upgrade kit (the original Windows) onto the market. This was a Rube 
Goldberg contraption that, when bolted onto a three-speed bicycle, enabled it to keep up, just barely, with Apple-cars. 
The users had to wear goggles and were always picking bugs out of their teeth while Apple owners sped along in 
hermetically sealed comfort, sneering out the windows. But the Micro-mopeds were cheap, and easy to fix compared with 
the Apple-cars, and their market share waxed.

Eventually the big dealership came out with a full-fledged car: a colossal station wagon (Windows 95). It had all the 
aesthetic appeal of a Soviet worker housing block, it leaked oil and blew gaskets, and it was an enormous success. A 
little later, they also came out with a hulking off-road vehicle intended for industrial users (Windows NT) which was 
no more beautiful than the station wagon, and only a little more reliable.



Since then there has been a lot of noise and shouting, but little has changed. The smaller dealership continues to sell 
sleek Euro-styled sedans and to spend a lot of money on advertising campaigns. They have had GOING OUT OF BUSINESS! 
signs taped up in their windows for so long that they have gotten all yellow and curly. The big one keeps making bigger 
and bigger station wagons and ORVs.



On the other side of the road are two competitors that have come along more recently.



One of them (Be, Inc.) is selling fully operational Batmobiles (the BeOS). They are more beautiful and stylish even 
than the Euro-sedans, better designed, more technologically advanced, and at least as reliable as anything else on the 
market--and yet cheaper than the others.



With one exception, that is: Linux, which is right next door, and which is not a business at all. It's a bunch of RVs, 
yurts, tepees, and geodesic domes set up in a field and organized by consensus. The people who live there are making 
tanks. These are not old-fashioned, cast-iron Soviet tanks; these are more like the M1 tanks of the U.S. Army, made of 
space-age materials and jammed with sophisticated technology from one end to the other. But they are better than Army 
tanks. They've been modified in such a way that they never, ever break down, are light and maneuverable enough to use 
on ordinary streets, and use no more fuel than a subcompact car. These tanks are being cranked out, on the spot, at a 
terrific pace, and a vast number of them are lined up along the edge of the road with keys in the ignition. Anyone who 
wants can simply climb into one and drive it away for free.



Customers come to this crossroads in throngs, day and night. Ninety percent of them go straight to the biggest 
dealership and buy station wagons or off-road vehicles. They do not even look at the other dealerships.



Of the remaining ten percent, most go and buy a sleek Euro-sedan, pausing only to turn up their noses at the 
philistines going to buy the station wagons and ORVs. If they even notice the people on the opposite side of the road, 
selling the cheaper, technically superior vehicles, these customers deride them cranks and half-wits.



The Batmobile outlet sells a few vehicles to the occasional car nut who wants a second vehicle to go with his station 
wagon, but seems to accept, at least for now, that it's a fringe player.



The group giving away the free tanks only stays alive because it is staffed by volunteers, who are lined up at the edge 
of the street with bullhorns, trying to draw customers' attention to this incredible situation. A typical conversation 
goes something like this:



Hacker with bullhorn: "Save your money! Accept one of our free tanks! It is invulnerable, and can drive across rocks 
and swamps at ninety miles an hour while getting a hundred miles to the gallon!"



Prospective station wagon buyer: "I know what you say is true...but...er...I don't know how to maintain a tank!"



Bullhorn: "You don't know how to maintain a station wagon either!"



Buyer: "But this dealership has mechanics on staff. If something goes wrong with my station wagon, I can take a day off 
work, bring it here, and pay them to work on it while I sit in the waiting room for hours, listening to elevator music."



Bullhorn: "But if you accept one of our free tanks we will send volunteers to your house to fix it for free while you 
sleep!"



Buyer: "Stay away from my house, you freak!"



Bullhorn: "But..."



Buyer: "Can't you see that everyone is buying station wagons?"





BIT-FLINGER




The connection between cars, and ways of interacting with computers, wouldn't have occurred to me at the time I was 
being taken for rides in that MGB. I had signed up to take a computer programming class at Ames High School. After a 
few introductory lectures, we students were granted admission into a tiny room containing a teletype, a telephone, and 
an old-fashioned modem consisting of a metal box with a pair of rubber cups on the top (note: many readers, making 
their way through that last sentence, probably felt an initial pang of dread that this essay was about to turn into a 
tedious, codgerly reminiscence about how tough we had it back in the old days; rest assured that I am actually 
positioning my pieces on the chessboard, as it were, in preparation to make a point about truly hip and up-to-the 
minute topics like Open Source Software). The teletype was exactly the same sort of machine that had been used, for 
decades, to send and receive telegrams. It was basically a loud typewriter that could only produce UPPERCASE LETTERS. 
Mounted to one side of it was a smaller machine with a long reel of paper tape on it, and a clear plastic hopper 
underneath.



In order to connect this device (which was not a computer at all) to the Iowa State University mainframe across town, 
you would pick up the phone, dial the computer's number, listen for strange noises, and then slam the handset down into 
the rubber cups. If your aim was true, one would wrap its neoprene lips around the earpiece and the other around the 
mouthpiece, consummating a kind of informational soixante-neuf.  The teletype would shudder as it was possessed by the 
spirit of the distant mainframe, and begin to hammer out cryptic messages.



Since computer time was a scarce resource, we used a sort of batch processing technique. Before dialing the phone, we 
would turn on the tape puncher (a subsidiary machine bolted to the side of the teletype) and type in our programs. Each 
time we depressed a key, the teletype would bash out a letter on the paper in front of us, so we could read what we'd 
typed; but at the same time it would convert the letter into a set of eight binary digits, or bits, and punch a 
corresponding pattern of holes across the width of a paper tape. The tiny disks of paper knocked out of the tape would 
flutter down into the clear plastic hopper, which would slowly fill up what can only be described as actual bits. On 
the last day of the school year, the smartest kid in the class (not me) jumped out from behind his desk and flung 
several quarts of these bits over the head of our teacher, like confetti, as a sort of semi-affectionate practical 
joke. The image of this man sitting there, gripped in the opening stages of an atavistic fight-or-flight reaction, with 
millions of bits (megabytes) sifting down out of his hair and into his nostrils and mouth, his face gradually turning 
purple as he built up to an explosion, is the single most memorable scene from my formal education.



Anyway, it will have been obvious that my interaction with the computer was of an extremely formal nature, being 
sharply divided up into different phases, viz.: (1) sitting at home with paper and pencil, miles and miles from any 
computer, I would think very, very hard about what I wanted the computer to do, and translate my intentions into a 
computer language--a series of alphanumeric symbols on a page. (2) I would carry this across a sort of informational 
cordon sanitaire (three miles of snowdrifts) to school and type those letters into a machine--not a computer--which 
would convert the symbols into binary numbers and record them visibly on a tape. (3) Then, through the rubber-cup 
modem, I would cause those numbers to be sent to the university mainframe, which would (4) do arithmetic on them and 
send different numbers back to the teletype. (5) The teletype would convert these numbers back into letters and hammer 
them out on a page and (6) I, watching, would construe the letters as meaningful symbols.



The division of responsibilities implied by all of this is admirably clean: computers do arithmetic on bits of 
information. Humans construe the bits as meaningful symbols. But this distinction is now being blurred, or at least 
complicated, by the advent of modern operating systems that use, and frequently abuse, the power of metaphor to make 
computers accessible to a larger audience. Along the way--possibly because of those metaphors, which make an operating 
system a sort of work of art--people start to get emotional, and grow attached to pieces of software in the way that my 
friend's dad did to his MGB.



People who have only interacted with computers through graphical user interfaces like the MacOS or Windows--which is to 
say, almost everyone who has ever used a computer--may have been startled, or at least bemused, to hear about the 
telegraph machine that I used to communicate with a computer in 1973. But there was, and is, a good reason for using 
this particular kind of technology. Human beings have various ways of communicating to each other, such as music, art, 
dance, and facial expressions, but some of these are more amenable than others to being expressed as strings of 
symbols. Written language is the easiest of all, because, of course, it consists of strings of symbols to begin with. 
If the symbols happen to belong to a phonetic alphabet (as opposed to, say, ideograms), converting them into bits is a 
trivial procedure, and one that was nailed, technologically, in the early nineteenth century, with the introduction of 
Morse code and other forms of telegraphy.



We had a human/computer interface a hundred years before we had computers. When computers came into being around the 
time of the Second World War, humans, quite naturally, communicated with them by simply grafting them on to the 
already-existing technologies for translating letters into bits and vice versa: teletypes and punch card machines.



These embodied two fundamentally different approaches to computing. When you were using cards, you'd punch a whole 
stack of them and run them through the reader all at once, which was called batch processing. You could also do batch 
processing with a teletype, as I have already described, by using the paper tape reader, and we were certainly 
encouraged to use this approach when I was in high school. But--though efforts were made to keep us unaware of 
this--the teletype could do something that the card reader could not. On the teletype, once the modem link was 
established, you could just type in a line and hit the return key. The teletype would send that line to the computer, 
which might or might not respond with some lines of its own, which the teletype would hammer out--producing, over time, 
a transcript of your exchange with the machine. This way of doing it did not even have a name at the time, but when, 
much later, an alternative became available, it was retroactively dubbed the Command Line Interface.



When I moved on to college, I did my computing in large, stifling rooms where scores of students would sit in front of 
slightly updated versions of the same machines and write computer programs: these used dot-matrix printing mechanisms, 
but were (from the computer's point of view) identical to the old teletypes. By that point, computers were better at 
time-sharing--that is, mainframes were still mainframes, but they were better at communicating with a large number of 
terminals at once. Consequently, it was no longer necessary to use batch processing. Card readers were shoved out into 
hallways and boiler rooms, and batch processing became a nerds-only kind of thing, and consequently took on a certain 
eldritch flavor among those of us who even knew it existed. We were all off the Batch, and on the Command Line, 
interface now--my very first shift in operating system paradigms, if only I'd known it.



A huge stack of accordion-fold paper sat on the floor underneath each one of these glorified teletypes, and miles of 
paper shuddered through their platens. Almost all of this paper was thrown away or recycled without ever having been 
touched by ink--an ecological atrocity so glaring that those machines soon replaced by video terminals--so-called 
"glass teletypes"--which were quieter and didn't waste paper. Again, though, from the computer's point of view these 
were indistinguishable from World War II-era teletype machines. In effect we still used Victorian technology to 
communicate with computers until about 1984, when the Macintosh was introduced with its Graphical User Interface. Even 
after that, the Command Line continued to exist as an underlying stratum--a sort of brainstem reflex--of many modern 
computer systems all through the heyday of Graphical User Interfaces, or GUIs as I will call them from now on.




GUIs




Now the first job that any coder needs to do when writing a new piece of software is to figure out how to take the 
information that is being worked with (in a graphics program, an image; in a spreadsheet, a grid of numbers) and turn 
it into a linear string of bytes. These strings of bytes are commonly called files or (somewhat more hiply) streams. 
They are to telegrams what modern humans are to Cro-Magnon man, which is to say the same thing under a different name. 
All that you see on your computer screen--your Tomb Raider, your digitized voice mail messages, faxes, and word 
processing documents written in thirty-seven different typefaces--is still, from the computer's point of view, just 
like telegrams, except much longer, and demanding of more arithmetic.



The quickest way to get a taste of this is to fire up your web browser, visit a site, and then select the View/Document 
Source menu item. You will get a bunch of computer code that looks something like this:




<HTML>
<HEAD>
        <TITLE> C R Y P T O N O M I C O N</TITLE>

</HEAD>
<BODY BGCOLOR="#000000" LINK="#996600" ALINK="#FFFFFF" VLINK="#663300">

<MAP NAME="navtext">
        <AREA SHAPE=RECT HREF="praise.html" COORDS="0,37,84,55">
        <AREA SHAPE=RECT HREF="author.html" COORDS="0,59,137,75">
        <AREA SHAPE=RECT HREF="text.html" COORDS="0,81,101,96">
        <AREA SHAPE=RECT HREF="tour.html" COORDS="0,100,121,117">
        <AREA SHAPE=RECT HREF="order.html" COORDS="0,122,143,138">
        <AREA SHAPE=RECT HREF="beginning.html" COORDS="0,140,213,157">
</MAP>


<CENTER>
<TABLE BORDER="0" CELLPADDING="0" CELLSPACING="0" WIDTH="520">
<TR>

        <TD VALIGN=TOP ROWSPAN="5">
        <IMG SRC="images/spacer.gif" WIDTH="30" HEIGHT="1" BORDER="0">
        </TD>

        <TD VALIGN=TOP COLSPAN="2">
        <IMG SRC="images/main_banner.gif" ALT="Cryptonomincon by Neal
Stephenson" WIDTH="479" HEIGHT="122" BORDER="0">
        </TD>

</TR>  




This crud is called HTML (HyperText Markup Language) and it is basically a very simple programming language instructing 
your web browser how to draw a page on a screen. Anyone can learn HTML and many people do. The important thing is that 
no matter what splendid multimedia web pages they might represent, HTML files are just telegrams.



When Ronald Reagan was a radio announcer, he used to call baseball games by reading the terse descriptions that 
trickled in over the telegraph wire and were printed out on a paper tape. He would sit there, all by himself in a 
padded room with a microphone, and the paper tape would eke out of the machine and crawl over the palm of his hand 
printed with cryptic abbreviations. If the count went to three and two, Reagan would describe the scene as he saw it in 
his mind's eye: "The brawny left-hander steps out of the batter's box to wipe the sweat from his brow. The umpire steps 
forward to sweep the dirt from home plate." and so on. When the cryptogram on the paper tape announced a base hit, he 
would whack the edge of the table with a pencil, creating a little sound effect, and describe the arc of the ball as if 
he could actually see it. His listeners, many of whom presumably thought that Reagan was actually at the ballpark 
watching the game, would reconstruct the scene in their minds according to his descriptions.



This is exactly how the World Wide Web works: the HTML files are the pithy description on the paper tape, and your Web 
browser is Ronald Reagan. The same is true of Graphical User Interfaces in general.



So an OS is a stack of metaphors and abstractions that stands between you and the telegrams, and embodying various 
tricks the programmer used to convert the information you're working with--be it images, e-mail messages, movies, or 
word processing documents--into the necklaces of bytes that are the only things computers know how to work with. When 
we used actual telegraph equipment (teletypes) or their higher-tech substitutes ("glass teletypes," or the MS-DOS 
command line) to work with our computers, we were very close to the bottom of that stack. When we use most modern 
operating systems, though, our interaction with the machine is heavily mediated. Everything we do is interpreted and 
translated time and again as it works its way down through all of the metaphors and abstractions.



The Macintosh OS was a revolution in both the good and bad senses of that word. Obviously it was true that command line 
interfaces were not for everyone, and that it would be a good thing to make computers more accessible to a less 
technical audience--if not for altruistic reasons, then because those sorts of people constituted an incomparably 
vaster market. It was clear the the Mac's engineers saw a whole new country stretching out before them; you could 
almost hear them muttering, "Wow! We don't have to be bound by files as linear streams of bytes anymore, vive la 
revolution, let's see how far we can take this!" No command line interface was available on the Macintosh; you talked 
to it with the mouse, or not at all. This was a statement of sorts, a credential of revolutionary purity. It seemed 
that the designers of the Mac intended to sweep Command Line Interfaces into the dustbin of history.



My own personal love affair with the Macintosh began in the spring of 1984 in a computer store in Cedar Rapids, Iowa, 
when a friend of mine--coincidentally, the son of the MGB owner--showed me a Macintosh running MacPaint, the 
revolutionary drawing program. It ended in July of 1995 when I tried to save a big important file on my Macintosh 
Powerbook and instead instead of doing so, it annihilated the data so thoroughly that two different disk crash utility 
programs were unable to find any trace that it had ever existed. During the intervening ten years, I had a passion for 
the MacOS that seemed righteous and reasonable at the time but in retrospect strikes me as being exactly the same sort 
of goofy infatuation that my friend's dad had with his car.



The introduction of the Mac triggered a sort of holy war in the computer world. Were GUIs a brilliant design innovation 
that made computers more human-centered and therefore accessible to the masses, leading us toward an unprecedented 
revolution in human society, or an insulting bit of audiovisual gimcrackery dreamed up by flaky Bay Area hacker types 
that stripped computers of their power and flexibility and turned the noble and serious work of computing into a 
childish video game?



This debate actually seems more interesting to me today than it did in the mid-1980s. But people more or less stopped 
debating it when Microsoft endorsed the idea of GUIs by coming out with the first Windows. At this point, command-line 
partisans were relegated to the status of silly old grouches, and a new conflict was touched off, between users of 
MacOS and users of Windows.



There was plenty to argue about. The first Macintoshes looked different from other PCs even when they were turned off: 
they consisted of one box containing both CPU (the part of the computer that does arithmetic on bits) and monitor 
screen. This was billed, at the time, as a philosophical statement of sorts: Apple wanted to make the personal computer 
into an appliance, like a toaster. But it also reflected the purely technical demands of running a graphical user 
interface. In a GUI machine, the chips that draw things on the screen have to be integrated with the computer's central 
processing unit, or CPU, to a far greater extent than is the case with command-line interfaces, which until recently 
didn't even know that they weren't just talking to teletypes.



This distinction was of a technical and abstract nature, but it became clearer when the machine crashed (it is commonly 
the case with technologies that you can get the best insight about how they work by watching them fail). When 
everything went to hell and the CPU began spewing out random bits, the result, on a CLI machine, was lines and lines of 
perfectly formed but random characters on the screen--known to cognoscenti as "going Cyrillic." But to the MacOS, the 
screen was not a teletype, but a place to put graphics; the image on the screen was a bitmap, a literal rendering of 
the contents of a particular portion of the computer's memory. When the computer crashed and wrote gibberish into the 
bitmap, the result was something that looked vaguely like static on a broken television set--a "snow crash."



And even after the introduction of Windows, the underlying differences endured; when a Windows machine got into 
trouble, the old command-line interface would fall down over the GUI like an asbestos fire curtain sealing off the 
proscenium of a burning opera. When a Macintosh got into trouble it presented you with a cartoon of a bomb, which was 
funny the first time you saw it.



And these were by no means superficial differences. The reversion of Windows to a CLI when it was in distress proved to 
Mac partisans that Windows was nothing more than a cheap facade, like a garish afghan flung over a rotted-out sofa. 
They were disturbed and annoyed by the sense that lurking underneath Windows' ostensibly user-friendly interface 
was--literally--a subtext.



For their part, Windows fans might have made the sour observation that all computers, even Macintoshes, were built on 
that same subtext, and that the refusal of Mac owners to admit that fact to themselves seemed to signal a willingness, 
almost an eagerness, to be duped.



Anyway, a Macintosh had to switch individual bits in the memory chips on the video card, and it had to do it very fast, 
and in arbitrarily complicated patterns. Nowadays this is cheap and easy, but in the technological regime that 
prevailed in the early 1980s, the only realistic way to do it was to build the motherboard (which contained the CPU) 
and the video system (which contained the memory that was mapped onto the screen) as a tightly integrated whole--hence 
the single, hermetically sealed case that made the Macintosh so distinctive.



When Windows came out, it was conspicuous for its ugliness, and its current successors, Windows 95 and Windows NT, are 
not things that people would pay money to look at either. Microsoft's complete disregard for aesthetics gave all of us 
Mac-lovers plenty of opportunities to look down our noses at them. That Windows looked an awful lot like a direct 
ripoff of MacOS gave us a burning sense of moral outrage to go with it. Among people who really knew and appreciated 
computers (hackers, in Steven Levy's non-pejorative sense of that word) and in a few other niches such as professional 
musicians, graphic artists and schoolteachers, the Macintosh, for a while, was simply the computer. It was seen as not 
only a superb piece of engineering, but an embodiment of certain ideals about the use of technology to benefit mankind, 
while Windows was seen as a pathetically clumsy imitation and a sinister world domination plot rolled into one. So very 
early, a pattern had been established that endures to this day: people dislike Microsoft, which is okay; but they 
dislike it for reasons that are poorly considered, and in the end, self-defeating.





CLASS STRUGGLE ON THE DESKTOP




Now that the Third Rail has been firmly grasped, it is worth reviewing some basic facts here: like any other publicly 
traded, for-profit corporation, Microsoft has, in effect, borrowed a bunch of money from some people (its stockholders) 
in order to be in the bit business. As an officer of that corporation, Bill Gates has one responsibility only, which is 
to maximize return on investment. He has done this incredibly well. Any actions taken in the world by Microsoft-any 
software released by them, for example--are basically epiphenomena, which can't be interpreted or understood except 
insofar as they reflect Bill Gates's execution of his one and only responsibility.



It follows that if Microsoft sells goods that are aesthetically unappealing, or that don't work very well, it does not 
mean that they are (respectively) philistines or half-wits. It is because Microsoft's excellent management has figured 
out that they can make more money for their stockholders by releasing stuff with obvious, known imperfections than they 
can by making it beautiful or bug-free. This is annoying, but (in the end) not half so annoying as watching Apple 
inscrutably and relentlessly destroy itself.



Hostility towards Microsoft is not difficult to find on the Net, and it blends two strains: resentful people who feel 
Microsoft is too powerful, and disdainful people who think it's tacky. This is all strongly reminiscent of the heyday 
of Communism and Socialism, when the bourgeoisie were hated from both ends: by the proles, because they had all the 
money, and by the intelligentsia, because of their tendency to spend it on lawn ornaments. Microsoft is the very 
embodiment of modern high-tech prosperity--it is, in a word, bourgeois--and so it attracts all of the same gripes.



The opening "splash screen" for Microsoft Word 6.0 summed it up pretty neatly: when you started up the program you were 
treated to a picture of an expensive enamel pen lying across a couple of sheets of fancy-looking handmade writing 
paper. It was obviously a bid to make the software look classy, and it might have worked for some, but it failed for 
me, because the pen was a ballpoint, and I'm a fountain pen man. If Apple had done it, they would've used a Mont Blanc 
fountain pen, or maybe a Chinese calligraphy brush. And I doubt that this was an accident. Recently I spent a while 
re-installing Windows NT on one of my home computers, and many times had to double-click on the "Control Panel" icon. 
For reasons that are difficult to fathom, this icon consists of a picture of a clawhammer and a chisel or screwdriver 
resting on top of a file folder.



These aesthetic gaffes give one an almost uncontrollable urge to make fun of Microsoft, but again, it is all beside the 
point--if Microsoft had done focus group testing of possible alternative graphics, they probably would have found that 
the average mid-level office worker associated fountain pens with effete upper management toffs and was more 
comfortable with ballpoints. Likewise, the regular guys, the balding dads of the world who probably bear the brunt of 
setting up and maintaining home computers, can probably relate better to a picture of a clawhammer--while perhaps 
harboring fantasies of taking a real one to their balky computers.



This is the only way I can explain certain peculiar facts about the current market for operating systems, such as that 
ninety percent of all customers continue to buy station wagons off the Microsoft lot while free tanks are there for the 
taking, right across the street.



A string of ones and zeroes was not a difficult thing for Bill Gates to distribute, one he'd thought of the idea. The 
hard part was selling it--reassuring customers that they were actually getting something in return for their money.



Anyone who has ever bought a piece of software in a store has had the curiously deflating experience of taking the 
bright shrink-wrapped box home, tearing it open, finding that it's 95 percent air, throwing away all the little cards, 
party favors, and bits of trash, and loading the disk into the computer. The end result (after you've lost the disk) is 
nothing except some images on a computer screen, and some capabilities that weren't there before. Sometimes you don't 
even have that--you have a string of error messages instead. But your money is definitely gone. Now we are almost 
accustomed to this, but twenty years ago it was a very dicey business proposition. Bill Gates made it work anyway. He 
didn't make it work by selling the best software or offering the cheapest price. Instead he somehow got people to 
believe that they were receiving something in exchange for their money.



The streets of every city in the world are filled with those hulking, rattling station wagons. Anyone who doesn't own 
one feels a little weird, and wonders, in spite of himself, whether it might not be time to cease resistance and buy 
one; anyone who does, feels confident that he has acquired some meaningful possession, even on those days when the 
vehicle is up on a lift in an auto repair shop.



All of this is perfectly congruent with membership in the bourgeoisie, which is as much a mental, as a material state. 
And it explains why Microsoft is regularly attacked, on the Net, from both sides. People who are inclined to feel poor 
and oppressed construe everything Microsoft does as some sinister Orwellian plot. People who like to think of 
themselves as intelligent and informed technology users are driven crazy by the clunkiness of Windows.



Nothing is more annoying to sophisticated people to see someone who is rich enough to know better being tacky--unless 
it is to realize, a moment later, that they probably know they are tacky and they simply don't care and they are going 
to go on being tacky, and rich, and happy, forever. Microsoft therefore bears the same relationship to the Silicon 
Valley elite as the Beverly Hillbillies did to their fussy banker, Mr. Drysdale--who is irritated not so much by the 
fact that the Clampetts moved to his neighborhood as by the knowledge that, when Jethro is seventy years old, he's 
still going to be talking like a hillbilly and wearing bib overalls, and he's still going to be a lot richer than Mr. 
Drysdale.



Even the hardware that Windows ran on, when compared to the machines put out by Apple, looked like white-trash stuff, 
and still mostly does. The reason was that Apple was and is a hardware company, while Microsoft was and is a software 
company. Apple therefore had a monopoly on hardware that could run MacOS, whereas Windows-compatible hardware came out 
of a free market. The free market seems to have decided that people will not pay for cool-looking computers; PC 
hardware makers who hire designers to make their stuff look distinctive get their clocks cleaned by Taiwanese clone 
makers punching out boxes that look as if they belong on cinderblocks in front of someone's trailer. But Apple could 
make their hardware as pretty as they wanted to and simply pass the higher prices on to their besotted consumers, like 
me. Only last week (I am writing this sentence in early Jan. 1999) the technology sections of all the newspapers were 
filled with adulatory press coverage of how Apple had released the iMac in several happenin' new colors like Blueberry 
and Tangerine.



Apple has always insisted on having a hardware monopoly, except for a brief period in the mid-1990s when they allowed 
clone-makers to compete with them, before subsequently putting them out of business. Macintosh hardware was, 
consequently, expensive. You didn't open it up and fool around with it because doing so would void the warranty. In 
fact the first Mac was specifically designed to be difficult to open--you needed a kit of exotic tools, which you could 
buy through little ads that began to appear in the back pages of magazines a few months after the Mac came out on the 
market. These ads always had a certain disreputable air about them, like pitches for lock-picking tools in the backs of 
lurid detective magazines.



This monopolistic policy can be explained in at least three different ways.



THE CHARITABLE EXPLANATION is that the hardware monopoly policy reflected a drive on Apple's part to provide a 
seamless, unified blending of hardware, operating system, and software. There is something to this. It is hard enough 
to make an OS that works well on one specific piece of hardware, designed and tested by engineers who work down the 
hallway from you, in the same company. Making an OS to work on arbitrary pieces of hardware, cranked out by rabidly 
entrepeneurial clonemakers on the other side of the International Date Line, is very difficult, and accounts for much 
of the troubles people have using Windows.



THE FINANCIAL EXPLANATION is that Apple, unlike Microsoft, is and always has been a hardware company. It simply depends 
on revenue from selling hardware, and cannot exist without it.



THE NOT-SO-CHARITABLE EXPLANATION has to do with Apple's corporate culture, which is rooted in Bay Area Baby Boomdom.




Now, since I'm going to talk for a moment about culture, full disclosure is probably in order, to protect myself 
against allegations of conflict of interest and ethical turpitude: (1) Geographically I am a Seattleite, of a Saturnine 
temperament, and inclined to take a sour view of the Dionysian Bay Area, just as they tend to be annoyed and appalled 
by us. (2) Chronologically I am a post-Baby Boomer. I feel that way, at least, because I never experienced the fun and 
exciting parts of the whole Boomer scene--just spent a lot of time dutifully chuckling at Boomers' maddeningly 
pointless anecdotes about just how stoned they got on various occasions, and politely fielding their assertions about 
how great their music was. But even from this remove it was possible to glean certain patterns, and one that recurred 
as regularly as an urban legend was the one about how someone would move into a commune populated by sandal-wearing, 
peace-sign flashing flower children, and eventually discover that, underneath this facade, the guys who ran it were 
actually control freaks; and that, as living in a commune, where much lip service was paid to ideals of peace, love and 
harmony, had deprived them of normal, socially approved outlets for their control-freakdom, it tended to come out in 
other, invariably more sinister, ways.



Applying this to the case of Apple Computer will be left as an exercise for the reader, and not a very difficult 
exercise.



It is a bit unsettling, at first, to think of Apple as a control freak, because it is completely at odds with their 
corporate image. Weren't these the guys who aired the famous Super Bowl ads showing suited, blindfolded executives 
marching like lemmings off a cliff? Isn't this the company that even now runs ads picturing the Dalai Lama (except in 
Hong Kong) and Einstein and other offbeat rebels?



It is indeed the same company, and the fact that they have been able to plant this image of themselves as creative and 
rebellious free-thinkers in the minds of so many intelligent and media-hardened skeptics really gives one pause. It is 
testimony to the insidious power of expensive slick ad campaigns and, perhaps, to a certain amount of wishful thinking 
in the minds of people who fall for them. It also raises the question of why Microsoft is so bad at PR, when the 
history of Apple demonstrates that, by writing large checks to good ad agencies, you can plant a corporate image in the 
minds of intelligent people that is completely at odds with reality. (The answer, for people who don't like Damoclean 
questions, is that since Microsoft has won the hearts and minds of the silent majority--the bourgeoisie--they don't 
give a damn about having a slick image, any more then Dick Nixon did. "I want to believe,"--the mantra that Fox Mulder 
has pinned to his office wall in The X-Files--applies in different ways to these two companies; Mac partisans want to 
believe in the image of Apple purveyed in those ads, and in the notion that Macs are somehow fundamentally different 
from other computers, while Windows people want to believe that they are getting something for their money, engaging in 
a respectable business transaction).



In any event, as of 1987, both MacOS and Windows were out on the market, running on hardware platforms that were 
radically different from each other--not only in the sense that MacOS used Motorola CPU chips while Windows used Intel, 
but in the sense--then overlooked, but in the long run, vastly more significant--that the Apple hardware business was a 
rigid monopoly and the Windows side was a churning free-for-all.



But the full ramifications of this did not become clear until very recently--in fact, they are still unfolding, in 
remarkably strange ways, as I'll explain when we get to Linux. The upshot is that millions of people got accustomed to 
using GUIs in one form or another. By doing so, they made Apple/Microsoft a lot of money. The fortunes of many people 
have become bound up with the ability of these companies to continue selling products whose salability is very much 
open to question.




HONEY-POT, TAR-PIT, WHATEVER




When Gates and Allen invented the idea of selling software, they ran into criticism from both hackers and sober-sided 
businesspeople. Hackers understood that software was just information, and objected to the idea of selling it. These 
objections were partly moral. The hackers were coming out of the scientific and academic world where it is imperative 
to make the results of one's work freely available to the public. They were also partly practical; how can you sell 
something that can be easily copied? Businesspeople, who are polar opposites of hackers in so many ways, had objections 
of their own. Accustomed to selling toasters and insurance policies, they naturally had a difficult time understanding 
how a long collection of ones and zeroes could constitute a salable product.



Obviously Microsoft prevailed over these objections, and so did Apple. But the objections still exist. The most 
hackerish of all the hackers, the Ur-hacker as it were, was and is Richard Stallman, who became so annoyed with the 
evil practice of selling software that, in 1984 (the same year that the Macintosh went on sale) he went off and founded 
something called the Free Software Foundation, which commenced work on something called GNU. Gnu is an acronym for 
Gnu's Not Unix, but this is a joke in more ways than one, because GNU most certainly IS Unix,. Because of trademark 
concerns ("Unix" is trademarked by AT&T) they simply could not claim that it was Unix, and so, just to be extra safe, 
they claimed that it wasn't. Notwithstanding the incomparable talent and drive possessed by Mr. Stallman and other GNU 
adherents, their project to build a free Unix to compete against Microsoft and Apple's OSes was a little bit like 
trying to dig a subway system with a teaspoon. Until, that is, the advent of Linux, which I will get to later.



But the basic idea of re-creating an operating system from scratch was perfectly sound and completely doable. It has 
been done many times. It is inherent in the very nature of operating systems.



Operating systems are not strictly necessary. There is no reason why a sufficiently dedicated coder could not start 
from nothing with every project and write fresh code to handle such basic, low-level operations as controlling the 
read/write heads on the disk drives and lighting up pixels on the screen. The very first computers had to be programmed 
in this way. But since nearly every program needs to carry out those same basic operations, this approach would lead to 
vast duplication of effort.



Nothing is more disagreeable to the hacker than duplication of effort. The first and most important mental habit that 
people develop when they learn how to write computer programs is to generalize, generalize, generalize. To make their 
code as modular and flexible as possible, breaking large problems down into small subroutines that can be used over and 
over again in different contexts. Consequently, the development of operating systems, despite being technically 
unnecessary, was inevitable. Because at its heart, an operating system is nothing more than a library containing the 
most commonly used code, written once (and hopefully written well) and then made available to every coder who needs it.



So a proprietary, closed, secret operating system is a contradiction in terms. It goes against the whole point of 
having an operating system. And it is impossible to keep them secret anyway. The source code--the original lines of 
text written by the programmers--can be kept secret. But an OS as a whole is a collection of small subroutines that do 
very specific, very clearly defined jobs. Exactly what those subroutines do has to be made public, quite explicitly and 
exactly, or else the OS is completely useless to programmers; they can't make use of those subroutines if they don't 
have a complete and perfect understanding of what the subroutines do.



The only thing that isn't made public is exactly how the subroutines do what they do. But once you know what a 
subroutine does, it's generally quite easy (if you are a hacker) to write one of your own that does exactly the same 
thing. It might take a while, and it is tedious and unrewarding, but in most cases it's not really hard.



What's hard, in hacking as in fiction, is not writing; it's deciding what to write. And the vendors of commercial OSes 
have already decided, and published their decisions.



This has been generally understood for a long time. MS-DOS was duplicated, functionally, by a rival product, written 
from scratch, called ProDOS, that did all of the same things in pretty much the same way. In other words, another 
company was able to write code that did all of the same things as MS-DOS and sell it at a profit. If you are using the 
Linux OS, you can get a free program called WINE which is a windows emulator; that is, you can open up a window on your 
desktop that runs windows programs. It means that a completely functional Windows OS has been recreated inside of Unix, 
like a ship in a bottle. And Unix itself, which is vastly more sophisticated than MS-DOS, has been built up from 
scratch many times over. Versions of it are sold by Sun, Hewlett-Packard, AT&T, Silicon Graphics, IBM, and others.



People have, in other words, been re-writing basic OS code for so long that all of the technology that constituted an 
"operating system" in the traditional (pre-GUI) sense of that phrase is now so cheap and common that it's literally 
free. Not only could Gates and Allen not sell MS-DOS today, they could not even give it away, because much more 
powerful OSes are already being given away. Even the original Windows (which was the only windows until 1995) has 
become worthless, in that there is no point in owning something that can be emulated inside of Linux--which is, itself, 
free.



In this way the OS business is very different from, say, the car business. Even an old rundown car has some value. You 
can use it for making runs to the dump, or strip it for parts. It is the fate of manufactured goods to slowly and 
gently depreciate as they get old and have to compete against more modern products.



But it is the fate of operating systems to become free.



Microsoft is a great software applications company. Applications--such as Microsoft Word--are an area where innovation 
brings real, direct, tangible benefits to users. The innovations might be new technology straight from the research 
department, or they might be in the category of bells and whistles, but in any event they are frequently useful and 
they seem to make users happy. And Microsoft is in the process of becoming a great research company. But Microsoft is 
not such a great operating systems company. And this is not necessarily because their operating systems are all that 
bad from a purely technological standpoint. Microsoft's OSes do have their problems, sure, but they are vastly better 
than they used to be, and they are adequate for most people.



Why, then, do I say that Microsoft is not such a great operating systems company? Because the very nature of operating 
systems is such that it is senseless for them to be developed and owned by a specific company. It's a thankless job to 
begin with. Applications create possibilities for millions of credulous users, whereas OSes impose limitations on 
thousands of grumpy coders, and so OS-makers will forever be on the shit-list of anyone who counts for anything in the 
high-tech world. Applications get used by people whose big problem is understanding all of their features, whereas OSes 
get hacked by coders who are annoyed by their limitations. The OS business has been good to Microsoft only insofar as 
it has given them the money they needed to launch a really good applications software business and to hire a lot of 
smart researchers. Now it really ought to be jettisoned, like a spent booster stage from a rocket. The big question is 
whether Microsoft is capable of doing this. Or is it addicted to OS sales in the same way as Apple is to selling 
hardware?



Keep in mind that Apple's ability to monopolize its own hardware supply was once cited, by learned observers, as a 
great advantage over Microsoft. At the time, it seemed to place them in a much stronger position. In the end, it nearly 
killed them, and may kill them yet. The problem, for Apple, was that most of the world's computer users ended up owning 
cheaper hardware. But cheap hardware couldn't run MacOS, and so these people switched to Windows.



Replace "hardware" with "operating systems," and "Apple" with "Microsoft" and you can see the same thing about to 
happen all over again. Microsoft dominates the OS market, which makes them money and seems like a great idea for now. 
But cheaper and better OSes are available, and they are growingly popular in parts of the world that are not so 
saturated with computers as the US. Ten years from now, most of the world's computer users may end up owning these 
cheaper OSes. But these OSes do not, for the time being, run any Microsoft applications, and so these people will use 
something else.



To put it more directly: every time someone decides to use a non-Microsoft OS, Microsoft's OS division, obviously, 
loses a customer. But, as things stand now, Microsoft's applications division loses a customer too. This is not such a 
big deal as long as almost everyone uses Microsoft OSes. But as soon as Windows' market share begins to slip, the math 
starts to look pretty dismal for the people in Redmond.



This argument could be countered by saying that Microsoft could simply re-compile its applications to run under other 
OSes. But this strategy goes against most normal corporate instincts. Again the case of Apple is instructive. When 
things started to go south for Apple, they should have ported their OS to cheap PC hardware. But they didn't. Instead, 
they tried to make the most of their brilliant hardware, adding new features and expanding the product line. But this 
only had the effect of making their OS more dependent on these special hardware features, which made it worse for them 
in the end.



Likewise, when Microsoft's position in the OS world is threatened, their corporate instincts will tell them to pile 
more new features into their operating systems, and then re-jigger their software applications to exploit those special 
features. But this will only have the effect of making their applications dependent on an OS with declining market 
share, and make it worse for them in the end.



The operating system market is a death-trap, a tar-pit, a slough of despond. There are only two reasons to invest in 
Apple and Microsoft. (1) each of these companies is in what we would call a co-dependency relationship with their 
customers. The customers Want To Believe, and Apple and Microsoft know how to give them what they want. (2) each 
company works very hard to add new features to their OSes, which works to secure customer loyalty, at least for a 
little while.



Accordingly, most of the remainder of this essay will be about those two topics.




THE TECHNOSPHERE




Unix is the only OS remaining whose GUI (a vast suite of code called the X Windows System) is separate from the OS in 
the old sense of the phrase. This is to say that you can run Unix in pure command-line mode if you want to, with no 
windows, icons, mouses, etc. whatsoever, and it will still be Unix and capable of doing everything Unix is supposed to 
do. But the other OSes: MacOS, the Windows family, and BeOS, have their GUIs tangled up with the old-fashioned OS 
functions to the extent that they have to run in GUI mode, or else they are not really running. So it's no longer 
really possible to think of GUIs as being distinct from the OS; they're now an inextricable part of the OSes that they 
belong to--and they are by far the largest part, and by far the most expensive and difficult part to create.



There are only two ways to sell a product: price and features. When OSes are free, OS companies cannot compete on 
price, and so they compete on features. This means that they are always trying to outdo each other writing code that, 
until recently, was not considered to be part of an OS at all: stuff like GUIs. This explains a lot about how these 
companies behave.



It explains why Microsoft added a browser to their OS, for example. It is easy to get free browsers, just as to get 
free OSes. If browsers are free, and OSes are free, it would seem that there is no way to make money from browsers or 
OSes. But if you can integrate a browser into the OS and thereby imbue both of them with new features, you have a 
salable product.



Setting aside, for the moment, the fact that this makes government anti-trust lawyers really mad, this strategy makes 
sense. At least, it makes sense if you assume (as Microsoft's management appears to) that the OS has to be protected at 
all costs. The real question is whether every new technological trend that comes down the pike ought to be used as a 
crutch to maintain the OS's dominant position. Confronted with the Web phenomenon, Microsoft had to develop a really 
good web browser, and they did. But then they had a choice: they could have made that browser work on many different 
OSes, which would give Microsoft a strong position in the Internet world no matter what happened to their OS market 
share. Or they could make the browser one with the OS, gambling that this would make the OS look so modern and sexy 
that it would help to preserve their dominance in that market. The problem is that when Microsoft's OS position begins 
to erode (and since it is currently at something like ninety percent, it can't go anywhere but down) it will drag 
everything else down with it.



In your high school geology class you probably were taught that all life on earth exists in a paper-thin shell called 
the biosphere, which is trapped between thousands of miles of dead rock underfoot, and cold dead radioactive empty 
space above. Companies that sell OSes exist in a sort of technosphere. Underneath is technology that has already become 
free. Above is technology that has yet to be developed, or that is too crazy and speculative to be productized just 
yet. Like the Earth's biosphere, the technosphere is very thin compared to what is above and what is below.



But it moves a lot faster. In various parts of our world, it is possible to go and visit rich fossil beds where 
skeleton lies piled upon skeleton, recent ones on top and more ancient ones below. In theory they go all the way back 
to the first single-celled organisms. And if you use your imagination a bit, you can understand that, if you hang 
around long enough, you'll become fossilized there too, and in time some more advanced organism will become fossilized 
on top of you.



The fossil record--the La Brea Tar Pit--of software technology is the Internet. Anything that shows up there is free 
for the taking (possibly illegal, but free). Executives at companies like Microsoft must get used to the 
experience--unthinkable in other industries--of throwing millions of dollars into the development of new technologies, 
such as Web browsers, and then seeing the same or equivalent software show up on the Internet two years, or a year, or 
even just a few months, later.



By continuing to develop new technologies and add features onto their products they can keep one step ahead of the 
fossilization process, but on certain days they must feel like mammoths caught at La Brea, using all their energies to 
pull their feet, over and over again, out of the sucking hot tar that wants to cover and envelop them.



Survival in this biosphere demands sharp tusks and heavy, stomping feet at one end of the organization, and Microsoft 
famously has those. But trampling the other mammoths into the tar can only keep you alive for so long. The danger is 
that in their obsession with staying out of the fossil beds, these companies will forget about what lies above the 
biosphere: the realm of new technology. In other words, they must hang onto their primitive weapons and crude 
competitive instincts, but also evolve powerful brains. This appears to be what Microsoft is doing with its research 
division, which has been hiring smart people right and left (Here I should mention that although I know, and socialize 
with, several people in that company's research division, we never talk about business issues and I have little to no 
idea what the hell they are up to. I have learned much more about Microsoft by using the Linux operating system than I 
ever would have done by using Windows).



Never mind how Microsoft used to make money; today, it is making its money on a kind of temporal arbitrage. 
"Arbitrage," in the usual sense, means to make money by taking advantage of differences in the price of something 
between different markets. It is spatial, in other words, and hinges on the arbitrageur knowing what is going on 
simultaneously in different places. Microsoft is making money by taking advantage of differences in the price of 
technology in different times. Temporal arbitrage, if I may coin a phrase, hinges on the arbitrageur knowing what 
technologies people will pay money for next year, and how soon afterwards those same technologies will become free. 
What spatial and temporal arbitrage have in common is that both hinge on the arbitrageur's being extremely 
well-informed; one about price gradients across space at a given time, and the other about price gradients over time in 
a given place.



So Apple/Microsoft shower new features upon their users almost daily, in the hopes that a steady stream of genuine 
technical innovations, combined with the "I want to believe" phenomenon, will prevent their customers from looking 
across the road towards the cheaper and better OSes that are available to them. The question is whether this makes 
sense in the long run. If Microsoft is addicted to OSes as Apple is to hardware, then they will bet the whole farm on 
their OSes, and tie all of their new applications and technologies to them. Their continued survival will then depend 
on these two things: adding more features to their OSes so that customers will not switch to the cheaper alternatives, 
and maintaining the image that, in some mysterious way, gives those customers the feeling that they are getting 
something for their money.



The latter is a truly strange and interesting cultural phenomenon.




THE INTERFACE CULTURE




A few years ago I walked into a grocery store somewhere and was presented with the following tableau vivant: near the 
entrance a young couple were standing in front of a large cosmetics display. The man was stolidly holding a shopping 
basket between his hands while his mate raked blister-packs of makeup off the display and piled them in. Since then 
I've always thought of that man as the personification of an interesting human tendency: not only are we not offended 
to be dazzled by manufactured images, but we like it. We practically insist on it. We are eager to be complicit in our 
own dazzlement: to pay money for a theme park ride, vote for a guy who's obviously lying to us, or stand there holding 
the basket as it's filled up with cosmetics.



I was in Disney World recently, specifically the part of it called the Magic Kingdom, walking up Main Street USA. This 
is a perfect gingerbready Victorian small town that culminates in a Disney castle. It was very crowded; we shuffled 
rather than walked. Directly in front of me was a man with a camcorder. It was one of the new breed of camcorders where 
instead of peering through a viewfinder you gaze at a flat-panel color screen about the size of a playing card, which 
televises live coverage of whatever the camcorder is seeing. He was holding the appliance close to his face, so that it 
obstructed his view. Rather than go see a real small town for free, he had paid money to see a pretend one, and rather 
than see it with the naked eye he was watching it on television.




And rather than stay home and read a book, I was watching him.



Americans' preference for mediated experiences is obvious enough, and I'm not going to keep pounding it into the 
ground. I'm not even going to make snotty comments about it--after all, I was at Disney World as a paying customer. But 
it clearly relates to the colossal success of GUIs and so I have to talk about it some. Disney does mediated 
experiences better than anyone. If they understood what OSes are, and why people use them, they could crush Microsoft 
in a year or two.



In the part of Disney World called the Animal Kingdom there is a new attraction, slated to open in March 1999, called 
the Maharajah Jungle Trek. It was open for sneak previews when I was there. This is a complete stone-by-stone 
reproduction of a hypothetical ruin in the jungles of India. According to its backstory, it was built by a local rajah 
in the 16th Century as a game reserve. He would go there with his princely guests to hunt Bengal tigers. As time went 
on it fell into disrepair and the tigers and monkeys took it over; eventually, around the time of India's independence, 
it became a government wildlife reserve, now open to visitors.



The place looks more like what I have just described than any actual building you might find in India. All the stones 
in the broken walls are weathered as if monsoon rains had been trickling down them for centuries, the paint on the 
gorgeous murals is flaked and faded just so, and Bengal tigers loll amid stumps of broken columns. Where modern repairs 
have been made to the ancient structure, they've been done, not as Disney's engineers would do them, but as thrifty 
Indian janitors would--with hunks of bamboo and rust-spotted hunks of rebar. The rust is painted on, or course, and 
protected from real rust by a plastic clear-coat, but you can't tell unless you get down on your knees.



In one place you walk along a stone wall with a series of old pitted friezes carved into it. One end of the wall has 
broken off and settled into the earth, perhaps because of some long-forgotten earthquake, and so a broad jagged crack 
runs across a panel or two, but the story is still readable: first, primordial chaos leads to a flourishing of many 
animal species. Next, we see the Tree of Life surrounded by diverse animals. This is an obvious allusion (or, in 
showbiz lingo, a tie-in) to the gigantic Tree of Life that dominates the center of Disney's Animal Kingdom just as the 
Castle dominates the Magic Kingdom or the Sphere does Epcot. But it's rendered in historically correct style and could 
probably fool anyone who didn't have a Ph.D. in Indian art history.



The next panel shows a mustachioed H. sapiens chopping down the Tree of Life with a scimitar, and the animals fleeing 
every which way. The one after that shows the misguided human getting walloped by a tidal wave, part of a latter-day 
Deluge presumably brought on by his stupidity.



The final panel, then, portrays the Sapling of Life beginning to grow back, but now Man has ditched the edged weapon 
and joined the other animals in standing around to adore and praise it.



It is, in other words, a prophecy of the Bottleneck: the scenario, commonly espoused among modern-day 
environmentalists, that the world faces an upcoming period of grave ecological tribulations that will last for a few 
decades or centuries and end when we find a new harmonious modus vivendi with Nature.



Taken as a whole the frieze is a pretty brilliant piece of work. Obviously it's not an ancient Indian ruin, and some 
person or people now living deserve credit for it. But there are no signatures on the Maharajah's game reserve at 
Disney World. There are no signatures on anything, because it would ruin the whole effect to have long strings of 
production credits dangling from every custom-worn brick, as they do from Hollywood movies.



Among Hollywood writers, Disney has the reputation of being a real wicked stepmother. It's not hard to see why. Disney 
is in the business of putting out a product of seamless illusion--a magic mirror that reflects the world back better 
than it really is. But a writer is literally talking to his or her readers, not just creating an ambience or presenting 
them with something to look at; and just as the command-line interface opens a much more direct and explicit channel 
from user to machine than the GUI, so it is with words, writer, and reader.



The word, in the end, is the only system of encoding thoughts--the only medium--that is not fungible, that refuses to 
dissolve in the devouring torrent of electronic media (the richer tourists at Disney World wear t-shirts printed with 
the names of famous designers, because designs themselves can be bootlegged easily and with impunity. The only way to 
make clothing that cannot be legally bootlegged is to print copyrighted and trademarked words on it; once you have 
taken that step, the clothing itself doesn't really matter, and so a t-shirt is as good as anything else. T-shirts with 
expensive words on them are now the insignia of the upper class. T-shirts with cheap words, or no words at all, are for 
the commoners).



But this special quality of words and of written communication would have the same effect on Disney's product as 
spray-painted graffiti on a magic mirror. So Disney does most of its communication without resorting to words, and for 
the most part, the words aren't missed. Some of Disney's older properties, such as Peter Pan, Winnie the Pooh, and 
Alice in Wonderland, came out of books. But the authors' names are rarely if ever mentioned, and you can't buy the 
original books at the Disney store. If you could, they would all seem old and queer, like very bad knockoffs of the 
purer, more authentic Disney versions. Compared to more recent productions like Beauty and the Beast and Mulan, the 
Disney movies based on these books (particularly Alice in Wonderland and Peter Pan) seem deeply bizarre, and not wholly 
appropriate for children. That stands to reason, because Lewis Carroll and J.M. Barrie were very strange men, and such 
is the nature of the written word that their personal strangeness shines straight through all the layers of 
Disneyfication like x-rays through a wall. Probably for this very reason, Disney seems to have stopped buying books 
altogether, and now finds its themes and characters in folk tales, which have the lapidary, time-worn quality of the 
ancient bricks in the Maharajah's ruins.



If I can risk a broad generalization, most of the people who go to Disney World have zero interest in absorbing new 
ideas from books. Which sounds snide, but listen: they have no qualms about being presented with ideas in other forms. 
Disney World is stuffed with environmental messages now, and the guides at Animal Kingdom can talk your ear off about 
biology.



If you followed those tourists home, you might find art, but it would be the sort of unsigned folk art that's for sale 
in Disney World's African- and Asian-themed stores. In general they only seem comfortable with media that have been 
ratified by great age, massive popular acceptance, or both.



In this world, artists are like the anonymous, illiterate stone carvers who built the great cathedrals of Europe and 
then faded away into unmarked graves in the churchyard. The cathedral as a whole is awesome and stirring in spite, and 
possibly because, of the fact that we have no idea who built it. When we walk through it we are communing not with 
individual stone carvers but with an entire culture.



Disney World works the same way. If you are an intellectual type, a reader or writer of books, the nicest thing you can 
say about this is that the execution is superb. But it's easy to find the whole environment a little creepy, because 
something is missing: the translation of all its content into clear explicit written words, the attribution of the 
ideas to specific people. You can't argue with it. It seems as if a hell of a lot might be being glossed over, as if 
Disney World might be putting one over on us, and possibly getting away with all kinds of buried assumptions and 
muddled thinking.



But this is precisely the same as what is lost in the transition from the command-line interface to the GUI.



Disney and Apple/Microsoft are in the same business: short-circuiting laborious, explicit verbal communication with 
expensively designed interfaces. Disney is a sort of user interface unto itself--and more than just graphical. Let's 
call it a Sensorial Interface. It can be applied to anything in the world, real or imagined, albeit at staggering 
expense.



Why are we rejecting explicit word-based interfaces, and embracing graphical or sensorial ones--a trend that accounts 
for the success of both Microsoft and Disney?



Part of it is simply that the world is very complicated now--much more complicated than the hunter-gatherer world that 
our brains evolved to cope with--and we simply can't handle all of the details. We have to delegate. We have no choice 
but to trust some nameless artist at Disney or programmer at Apple or Microsoft to make a few choices for us, close off 
some options, and give us a conveniently packaged executive summary.



But more importantly, it comes out of the fact that, during this century, intellectualism failed, and everyone knows 
it. In places like Russia and Germany, the common people agreed to loosen their grip on traditional folkways, mores, 
and religion, and let the intellectuals run with the ball, and they screwed everything up and turned the century into 
an abbatoir. Those wordy intellectuals used to be merely tedious; now they seem kind of dangerous as well.



We Americans are the only ones who didn't get creamed at some point during all of this. We are free and prosperous 
because we have inherited political and values systems fabricated by a particular set of eighteenth-century 
intellectuals who happened to get it right. But we have lost touch with those intellectuals, and with anything like 
intellectualism, even to the point of not reading books any more, though we are literate. We seem much more comfortable 
with propagating those values to future generations nonverbally, through a process of being steeped in media. 
Apparently this actually works to some degree, for police in many lands are now complaining that local arrestees are 
insisting on having their Miranda rights read to them, just like perps in American TV cop shows. When it's explained to 
them that they are in a different country, where those rights do not exist, they become outraged. Starsky and Hutch 
reruns, dubbed into diverse languages, may turn out, in the long run, to be a greater force for human rights than the 
Declaration of Independence.



A huge, rich, nuclear-tipped culture that propagates its core values through media steepage seems like a bad idea. 
There is an obvious risk of running astray here. Words are the only immutable medium we have, which is why they are the 
vehicle of choice for extremely important concepts like the Ten Commandments, the Koran, and the Bill of Rights. Unless 
the messages conveyed by our media are somehow pegged to a fixed, written set of precepts, they can wander all over the 
place and possibly dump loads of crap into people's minds.



Orlando used to have a military installation called McCoy Air Force Base, with long runways from which B-52s could take 
off and reach Cuba, or just about anywhere else, with loads of nukes. But now McCoy has been scrapped and repurposed. 
It has been absorbed into Orlando's civilian airport. The long runways are being used to land 747-loads of tourists 
from Brazil, Italy, Russia and Japan, so that they can come to Disney World and steep in our media for a while.



To traditional cultures, especially word-based ones such as Islam, this is infinitely more threatening than the B-52s 
ever were. It is obvious, to everyone outside of the United States, that our arch-buzzwords, multiculturalism and 
diversity, are false fronts that are being used (in many cases unwittingly) to conceal a global trend to eradicate 
cultural differences. The basic tenet of multiculturalism (or "honoring diversity" or whatever you want to call it) is 
that people need to stop judging each other-to stop asserting (and, eventually, to stop believing) that this is right 
and that is wrong, this true and that false, one thing ugly and another thing beautiful, that God exists and has this 
or that set of qualities.



The lesson most people are taking home from the Twentieth Century is that, in order for a large number of different 
cultures to coexist peacefully on the globe (or even in a neighborhood) it is necessary for people to suspend judgment 
in this way. Hence (I would argue) our suspicion of, and hostility towards, all authority figures in modern culture. As 
David Foster Wallace has explained in his essay "E Unibus Pluram," this is the fundamental message of television; it is 
the message that people take home, anyway, after they have steeped in our media long enough. It's not expressed in 
these highfalutin terms, of course. It comes through as the presumption that all authority figures--teachers, generals, 
cops, ministers, politicians--are hypocritical buffoons, and that hip jaded coolness is the only way to be.



The problem is that once you have done away with the ability to make judgments as to right and wrong, true and false, 
etc., there's no real culture left. All that remains is clog dancing and macrame. The ability to make judgments, to 
believe things, is the entire it point of having a culture. I think this is why guys with machine guns sometimes pop up 
in places like Luxor, and begin pumping bullets into Westerners. They perfectly understand the lesson of McCoy Air 
Force Base. When their sons come home wearing Chicago Bulls caps with the bills turned sideways, the dads go out of 
their minds.



The global anti-culture that has been conveyed into every cranny of the world by television is a culture unto itself, 
and by the standards of great and ancient cultures like Islam and France, it seems grossly inferior, at least at first. 
The only good thing you can say about it is that it makes world wars and Holocausts less likely--and that is actually a 
pretty good thing!



The only real problem is that anyone who has no culture, other than this global monoculture, is completely screwed. 
Anyone who grows up watching TV, never sees any religion or philosophy, is raised in an atmosphere of moral relativism, 
learns about civics from watching bimbo eruptions on network TV news, and attends a university where postmodernists vie 
to outdo each other in demolishing traditional notions of truth and quality, is going to come out into the world as one 
pretty feckless human being. And--again--perhaps the goal of all this is to make us feckless so we won't nuke each 
other.



On the other hand, if you are raised within some specific culture, you end up with a basic set of tools that you can 
use to think about and understand the world. You might use those tools to reject the culture you were raised in, but at 
least you've got some tools.



In this country, the people who run things--who populate major law firms and corporate boards--understand all of this 
at some level. They pay lip service to multiculturalism and diversity and non-judgmentalness, but they don't raise 
their own children that way. I have highly educated, technically sophisticated friends who have moved to small towns in 
Iowa to live and raise their children, and there are Hasidic Jewish enclaves in New York where large numbers of kids 
are being brought up according to traditional beliefs. Any suburban community might be thought of as a place where 
people who hold certain (mostly implicit) beliefs go to live among others who think the same way.



And not only do these people feel some responsibility to their own children, but to the country as a whole. Some of the 
upper class are vile and cynical, of course, but many spend at least part of their time fretting about what direction 
the country is going in, and what responsibilities they have. And so issues that are important to book-reading 
intellectuals, such as global environmental collapse, eventually percolate through the porous buffer of mass culture 
and show up as ancient Hindu ruins in Orlando.



You may be asking: what the hell does all this have to do with operating systems? As I've explained, there is no way to 
explain the domination of the OS market by Apple/Microsoft without looking to cultural explanations, and so I can't get 
anywhere, in this essay, without first letting you know where I'm coming from vis-a-vis contemporary culture.



Contemporary culture is a two-tiered system, like the Morlocks and the Eloi in H.G. Wells's The Time Machine, except 
that it's been turned upside down. In The Time Machine the Eloi were an effete upper class, supported by lots of 
subterranean Morlocks who kept the technological wheels turning. But in our world it's the other way round. The 
Morlocks are in the minority, and they are running the show, because they understand how everything works. The much 
more numerous Eloi learn everything they know from being steeped from birth in electronic media directed and controlled 
by book-reading Morlocks. So many ignorant people could be dangerous if they got pointed in the wrong direction, and so 
we've evolved a popular culture that is (a) almost unbelievably infectious and (b) neuters every person who gets 
infected by it, by rendering them unwilling to make judgments and incapable of taking stands.



Morlocks, who have the energy and intelligence to comprehend details, go out and master complex subjects and produce 
Disney-like Sensorial Interfaces so that Eloi can get the gist without having to strain their minds or endure boredom. 
Those Morlocks will go to India and tediously explore a hundred ruins, then come home and built sanitary bug-free 
versions: highlight films, as it were. This costs a lot, because Morlocks insist on good coffee and first-class airline 
tickets, but that's no problem because Eloi like to be dazzled and will gladly pay for it all.



Now I realize that most of this probably sounds snide and bitter to the point of absurdity: your basic snotty 
intellectual throwing a tantrum about those unlettered philistines. As if I were a self-styled Moses, coming down from 
the mountain all alone, carrying the stone tablets bearing the Ten Commandments carved in immutable stone--the original 
command-line interface--and blowing his stack at the weak, unenlightened Hebrews worshipping images. Not only that, but 
it sounds like I'm pumping some sort of conspiracy theory.



But that is not where I'm going with this. The situation I describe, here, could be bad, but doesn't have to be bad and 
isn't necessarily bad now:





It simply is the case that we are way too busy, nowadays, to comprehend everything in detail. And it's better to 
comprehend it dimly, through an interface, than not at all. Better for ten million Eloi to go on the Kilimanjaro Safari 
at Disney World than for a thousand cardiovascular surgeons and mutual fund managers to go on "real" ones in Kenya. The 
boundary between these two classes is more porous than I've made it sound. I'm always running into regular 
dudes--construction workers, auto mechanics, taxi drivers, galoots in general--who were largely aliterate until 
something made it necessary for them to become readers and start actually thinking about things. Perhaps they had to 
come to grips with alcoholism, perhaps they got sent to jail, or came down with a disease, or suffered a crisis in 
religious faith, or simply got bored. Such people can get up to speed on particular subjects quite rapidly. Sometimes 
their lack of a broad education makes them over-apt to go off on intellectual wild goose chases, but, hey, at least a 
wild goose chase gives you some exercise. The spectre of a polity controlled by the fads and whims of voters who 
actually believe that there are significant differences between Bud Lite and Miller Lite, and who think that 
professional wrestling is for real, is naturally alarming to people who don't. But then countries controlled via the 
command-line interface, as it were, by double-domed intellectuals, be they religious or secular, are generally 
miserable places to live. Sophisticated people deride Disneyesque entertainments as pat and saccharine, but, hey, if 
the result of that is to instill basically warm and sympathetic reflexes, at a preverbal level, into hundreds of 
millions of unlettered media-steepers, then how bad can it be? We killed a lobster in our kitchen last night and my 
daughter cried for an hour. The Japanese, who used to be just about the fiercest people on earth, have become 
infatuated with cuddly adorable cartoon characters. My own family--the people I know best--is divided about evenly 
between people who will probably read this essay and people who almost certainly won't, and I can't say for sure that 
one group is necessarily warmer, happier, or better-adjusted than the other.





MORLOCKS AND ELOI AT THE KEYBOARD




Back in the days of the command-line interface, users were all Morlocks who had to convert their thoughts into 
alphanumeric symbols and type them in, a grindingly tedious process that stripped away all ambiguity, laid bare all 
hidden assumptions, and cruelly punished laziness and imprecision. Then the interface-makers went to work on their 
GUIs, and introduced a new semiotic layer between people and machines. People who use such systems have abdicated the 
responsibility, and surrendered the power, of sending bits directly to the chip that's doing the arithmetic, and handed 
that responsibility and power over to the OS. This is tempting because giving clear instructions, to anyone or 
anything, is difficult. We cannot do it without thinking, and depending on the complexity of the situation, we may have 
to think hard about abstract things, and consider any number of ramifications, in order to do a good job of it. For 
most of us, this is hard work. We want things to be easier. How badly we want it can be measured by the size of Bill 
Gates's fortune.



The OS has (therefore) become a sort of intellectual labor-saving device that tries to translate humans' vaguely 
expressed intentions into bits. In effect we are asking our computers to shoulder responsibilities that have always 
been considered the province of human beings--we want them to understand our desires, to anticipate our needs, to 
foresee consequences, to make connections, to handle routine chores without being asked, to remind us of what we ought 
to be reminded of while filtering out noise.



At the upper (which is to say, closer to the user) levels, this is done through a set of conventions--menus, buttons, 
and so on. These work in the sense that analogies work: they help Eloi understand abstract or unfamiliar concepts by 
likening them to something known. But the loftier word "metaphor" is used.



The overarching concept of the MacOS was the "desktop metaphor" and it subsumed any number of lesser (and frequently 
conflicting, or at least mixed) metaphors. Under a GUI, a file (frequently called "document") is metaphrased as a 
window on the screen (which is called a "desktop"). The window is almost always too small to contain the document and 
so you "move around," or, more pretentiously, "navigate" in the document by "clicking and dragging" the "thumb" on the 
"scroll bar." When you "type" (using a keyboard) or "draw" (using a "mouse") into the "window" or use pull-down "menus" 
and "dialog boxes" to manipulate its contents, the results of your labors get stored (at least in theory) in a "file," 
and later you can pull the same information back up into another "window." When you don't want it anymore, you "drag" 
it into the "trash."



There is massively promiscuous metaphor-mixing going on here, and I could deconstruct it 'til the cows come home, but I 
won't. Consider only one word: "document." When we document something in the real world, we make fixed, permanent, 
immutable records of it. But computer documents are volatile, ephemeral constellations of data. Sometimes (as when 
you've just opened or saved them) the document as portrayed in the window is identical to what is stored, under the 
same name, in a file on the disk, but other times (as when you have made changes without saving them) it is completely 
different. In any case, every time you hit "Save" you annihilate the previous version of the "document" and replace it 
with whatever happens to be in the window at the moment. So even the word "save" is being used in a sense that is 
grotesquely misleading---"destroy one version, save another" would be more accurate.



Anyone who uses a word processor for very long inevitably has the experience of putting hours of work into a long 
document and then losing it because the computer crashes or the power goes out. Until the moment that it disappears 
from the screen, the document seems every bit as solid and real as if it had been typed out in ink on paper. But in the 
next moment, without warning, it is completely and irretrievably gone, as if it had never existed. The user is left 
with a feeling of disorientation (to say nothing of annoyance) stemming from a kind of metaphor shear--you realize that 
you've been living and thinking inside of a metaphor that is essentially bogus.



So GUIs use metaphors to make computing easier, but they are bad metaphors. Learning to use them is essentially a word 
game, a process of learning new definitions of words like "window" and "document" and "save" that are different from, 
and in many cases almost diametrically opposed to, the old. Somewhat improbably, this has worked very well, at least 
from a commercial standpoint, which is to say that Apple/Microsoft have made a lot of money off of it. All of the other 
modern operating systems have learned that in order to be accepted by users they must conceal their underlying gutwork 
beneath the same sort of spackle. This has some advantages: if you know how to use one GUI operating system, you can 
probably work out how to use any other in a few minutes. Everything works a little differently, like European 
plumbing--but with some fiddling around, you can type a memo or surf the web.



Most people who shop for OSes (if they bother to shop at all) are comparing not the underlying functions but the 
superficial look and feel. The average buyer of an OS is not really paying for, and is not especially interested in, 
the low-level code that allocates memory or writes bytes onto the disk. What we're really buying is a system of 
metaphors. And--much more important--what we're buying into is the underlying assumption that metaphors are a good way 
to deal with the world.



Recently a lot of new hardware has become available that gives computers numerous interesting ways of affecting the 
real world: making paper spew out of printers, causing words to appear on screens thousands of miles away, shooting 
beams of radiation through cancer patients, creating realistic moving pictures of the Titanic. Windows is now used as 
an OS for cash registers and bank tellers' terminals. My satellite TV system uses a sort of GUI to change channels and 
show program guides. Modern cellular telephones have a crude GUI built into a tiny LCD screen. Even Legos now have a 
GUI: you can buy a Lego set called Mindstorms that enables you to build little Lego robots and program them through a 
GUI on your computer.



So we are now asking the GUI to do a lot more than serve as a glorified typewriter. Now we want to become a generalized 
tool for dealing with reality. This has become a bonanza for companies that make a living out of bringing new 
technology to the mass market.



Obviously you cannot sell a complicated technological system to people without some sort of interface that enables them 
to use it. The internal combustion engine was a technological marvel in its day, but useless as a consumer good until a 
clutch, transmission, steering wheel and throttle were connected to it. That odd collection of gizmos, which survives 
to this day in every car on the road, made up what we would today call a user interface. But if cars had been invented 
after Macintoshes, carmakers would not have bothered to gin up all of these arcane devices. We would have a computer 
screen instead of a dashboard, and a mouse (or at best a joystick) instead of a steering wheel, and we'd shift gears by 
pulling down a menu:





PARK --- REVERSE --- NEUTRAL ---- 3 2 1 --- Help...




A few lines of computer code can thus be made to substitute for any imaginable mechanical interface. The problem is 
that in many cases the substitute is a poor one. Driving a car through a GUI would be a miserable experience. Even if 
the GUI were perfectly bug-free, it would be incredibly dangerous, because menus and buttons simply can't be as 
responsive as direct mechanical controls. My friend's dad, the gentleman who was restoring the MGB, never would have 
bothered with it if it had been equipped with a GUI. It wouldn't have been any fun.



The steering wheel and gearshift lever were invented during an era when the most complicated technology in most homes 
was a butter churn. Those early carmakers were simply lucky, in that they could dream up whatever interface was best 
suited to the task of driving an automobile, and people would learn it. Likewise with the dial telephone and the AM 
radio. By the time of the Second World War, most people knew several interfaces: they could not only churn butter but 
also drive a car, dial a telephone, turn on a radio, summon flame from a cigarette lighter, and change a light bulb.



But now every little thing--wristwatches, VCRs, stoves--is jammed with features, and every feature is useless without 
an interface. If you are like me, and like most other consumers, you have never used ninety percent of the available 
features on your microwave oven, VCR, or cellphone. You don't even know that these features exist. The small benefit 
they might bring you is outweighed by the sheer hassle of having to learn about them. This has got to be a big problem 
for makers of consumer goods, because they can't compete without offering features.



It's no longer acceptable for engineers to invent a wholly novel user interface for every new product, as they did in 
the case of the automobile, partly because it's too expensive and partly because ordinary people can only learn so 
much. If the VCR had been invented a hundred years ago, it would have come with a thumbwheel to adjust the tracking and 
a gearshift to change between forward and reverse and a big cast-iron handle to load or to eject the cassettes. It 
would have had a big analog clock on the front of it, and you would have set the time by moving the hands around on the 
dial. But because the VCR was invented when it was--during a sort of awkward transitional period between the era of 
mechanical interfaces and GUIs--it just had a bunch of pushbuttons on the front, and in order to set the time you had 
to push the buttons in just the right way. This must have seemed reasonable enough to the engineers responsible for it, 
but to many users it was simply impossible. Thus the famous blinking 12:00 that appears on so many VCRs. Computer 
people call this "the blinking twelve problem". When they talk about it, though, they usually aren't talking about VCRs.



Modern VCRs usually have some kind of on-screen programming, which means that you can set the time and control other 
features through a sort of primitive GUI. GUIs have virtual pushbuttons too, of course, but they also have other types 
of virtual controls, like radio buttons, checkboxes, text entry boxes, dials, and scrollbars. Interfaces made out of 
these components seem to be a lot easier, for many people, than pushing those little buttons on the front of the 
machine, and so the blinking 12:00 itself is slowly disappearing from America's living rooms. The blinking twelve 
problem has moved on to plague other technologies.



So the GUI has gone beyond being an interface to personal computers, and become a sort of meta-interface that is 
pressed into service for every new piece of consumer technology. It is rarely an ideal fit, but having an ideal, or 
even a good interface is no longer the priority; the important thing now is having some kind of interface that 
customers will actually use, so that manufacturers can claim, with a straight face, that they are offering new features.



We want GUIs largely because they are convenient and because they are easy-- or at least the GUI makes it seem that way 
Of course, nothing is really easy and simple, and putting a nice interface on top of it does not change that fact. A 
car controlled through a GUI would be easier to drive than one controlled through pedals and steering wheel, but it 
would be incredibly dangerous.



By using GUIs all the time we have insensibly bought into a premise that few people would have accepted if it were 
presented to them bluntly: namely, that hard things can be made easy, and complicated things simple, by putting the 
right interface on them. In order to understand how bizarre this is, imagine that book reviews were written according 
to the same values system that we apply to user interfaces: "The writing in this book is marvelously simple-minded and 
glib; the author glosses over complicated subjects and employs facile generalizations in almost every sentence. Readers 
rarely have to think, and are spared all of the difficulty and tedium typically involved in reading old-fashioned 
books." As long as we stick to simple operations like setting the clocks on our VCRs, this is not so bad. But as we try 
to do more ambitious things with our technologies, we inevitably run into the problem of:





METAPHOR SHEAR





I began using Microsoft Word as soon as the first version was released around 1985. After some initial hassles I found 
it to be a better tool than MacWrite, which was its only competition at the time. I wrote a lot of stuff in early 
versions of Word, storing it all on floppies, and transferred the contents of all my floppies to my first hard drive, 
which I acquired around 1987. As new versions of Word came out I faithfully upgraded, reasoning that as a writer it 
made sense for me to spend a certain amount of money on tools.



Sometime in the mid-1980's I attempted to open one of my old, circa-1985 Word documents using the version of Word then 
current: 6.0 It didn't work. Word 6.0 did not recognize a document created by an earlier version of itself. By opening 
it as a text file, I was able to recover the sequences of letters that made up the text of the document. My words were 
still there. But the formatting had been run through a log chipper--the words I'd written were interrupted by spates of 
empty rectangular boxes and gibberish.



Now, in the context of a business (the chief market for Word) this sort of thing is only an annoyance--one of the 
routine hassles that go along with using computers. It's easy to buy little file converter programs that will take care 
of this problem. But if you are a writer whose career is words, whose professional identity is a corpus of written 
documents, this kind of thing is extremely disquieting. There are very few fixed assumptions in my line of work, but 
one of them is that once you have written a word, it is written, and cannot be unwritten. The ink stains the paper, the 
chisel cuts the stone, the stylus marks the clay, and something has irrevocably happened (my brother-in-law is a 
theologian who reads 3250-year-old cuneiform tablets--he can recognize the handwriting of particular scribes, and 
identify them by name). But word-processing software--particularly the sort that employs special, complex file 
formats--has the eldritch power to unwrite things. A small change in file formats, or a few twiddled bits, and months' 
or years' literary output can cease to exist.



Now this was technically a fault in the application (Word 6.0 for the Macintosh) not the operating system (MacOS 7 
point something) and so the initial target of my annoyance was the people who were responsible for Word. But. On the 
other hand, I could have chosen the "save as text" option in Word and saved all of my documents as simple telegrams, 
and this problem would not have arisen. Instead I had allowed myself to be seduced by all of those flashy formatting 
options that hadn't even existed until GUIs had come along to make them practicable. I had gotten into the habit of 
using them to make my documents look pretty (perhaps prettier than they deserved to look; all of the old documents on 
those floppies turned out to be more or less crap). Now I was paying the price for that self-indulgence. Technology had 
moved on and found ways to make my documents look even prettier, and the consequence of it was that all old ugly 
documents had ceased to exist.



It was--if you'll pardon me for a moment's strange little fantasy--as if I'd gone to stay at some resort, some 
exquisitely designed and art-directed hotel, placing myself in the hands of past masters of the Sensorial Interface, 
and had sat down in my room and written a story in ballpoint pen on a yellow legal pad, and when I returned from 
dinner, discovered that the maid had taken my work away and left behind in its place a quill pen and a stack of fine 
parchment--explaining that the room looked ever so much finer this way, and it was all part of a routine upgrade. But 
written on these sheets of paper, in flawless penmanship, were long sequences of words chosen at random from the 
dictionary. Appalling, sure, but I couldn't really lodge a complaint with the management, because by staying at this 
resort I had given my consent to it. I had surrendered my Morlock credentials and become an Eloi.




LINUX




During the late 1980's and early 1990's I spent a lot of time programming Macintoshes, and eventually decided for fork 
over several hundred dollars for an Apple product called the Macintosh Programmer's Workshop, or MPW. MPW had 
competitors, but it was unquestionably the premier software development system for the Mac. It was what Apple's own 
engineers used to write Macintosh code. Given that MacOS was far more technologically advanced, at the time, than its 
competition, and that Linux did not even exist yet, and given that this was the actual program used by Apple's 
world-class team of creative engineers, I had high expectations. It arrived on a stack of floppy disks about a foot 
high, and so there was plenty of time for my excitement to build during the endless installation process. The first 
time I launched MPW, I was probably expecting some kind of touch-feely multimedia showcase. Instead it was austere, 
almost to the point of being intimidating. It was a scrolling window into which you could type simple, unformatted 
text. The system would then interpret these lines of text as commands, and try to execute them.



It was, in other words, a glass teletype running a command line interface. It came with all sorts of cryptic but 
powerful commands, which could be invoked by typing their names, and which I learned to use only gradually. It was not 
until a few years later, when I began messing around with Unix, that I understood that the command line interface 
embodied in MPW was a re-creation of Unix.



In other words, the first thing that Apple's hackers had done when they'd got the MacOS up and running--probably even 
before they'd gotten it up and running--was to re-create the Unix interface, so that they would be able to get some 
useful work done. At the time, I simply couldn't get my mind around this, but: as far as Apple's hackers were 
concerned, the Mac's vaunted Graphical User Interface was an impediment, something to be circumvented before the little 
toaster even came out onto the market.



Even before my Powerbook crashed and obliterated my big file in July 1995, there had been danger signs. An old college 
buddy of mine, who starts and runs high-tech companies in Boston, had developed a commercial product using Macintoshes 
as the front end. Basically the Macs were high-performance graphics terminals, chosen for their sweet user interface, 
giving users access to a large database of graphical information stored on a network of much more powerful, but less 
user-friendly, computers. This fellow was the second person who turned me on to Macintoshes, by the way, and through 
the mid-1980's we had shared the thrill of being high-tech cognoscenti, using superior Apple technology in a world of 
DOS-using knuckleheads. Early versions of my friend's system had worked well, he told me, but when several machines 
joined the network, mysterious crashes began to occur; sometimes the whole network would just freeze. It was one of 
those bugs that could not be reproduced easily. Finally they figured out that these network crashes were triggered 
whenever a user, scanning the menus for a particular item, held down the mouse button for more than a couple of seconds.



Fundamentally, the MacOS could only do one thing at a time. Drawing a menu on the screen is one thing. So when a menu 
was pulled down, the Macintosh was not capable of doing anything else until that indecisive user released the button.



This is not such a bad thing in a single-user, single-process machine (although it's a fairly bad thing), but it's no 
good in a machine that is on a network, because being on a network implies some kind of continual low-level interaction 
with other machines. By failing to respond to the network, the Mac caused a network-wide crash.



In order to work with other computers, and with networks, and with various different types of hardware, an OS must be 
incomparably more complicated and powerful than either MS-DOS or the original MacOS. The only way of connecting to the 
Internet that's worth taking seriously is PPP, the Point-to-Point Protocol, which (never mind the details) makes your 
computer--temporarily--a full-fledged member of the Global Internet, with its own unique address, and various 
privileges, powers, and responsibilities appertaining thereunto. Technically it means your machine is running the 
TCP/IP protocol, which, to make a long story short, revolves around sending packets of data back and forth, in no 
particular order, and at unpredictable times, according to a clever and elegant set of rules. But sending a packet of 
data is one thing, and so an OS that can only do one thing at a time cannot simultaneously be part of the Internet and 
do anything else. When TCP/IP was invented, running it was an honor reserved for Serious Computers--mainframes and 
high-powered minicomputers used in technical and commercial settings--and so the protocol is engineered around the 
assumption that every computer using it is a serious machine, capable of doing many things at once. Not to put too fine 
a point on it, a Unix machine. Neither MacOS nor MS-DOS was originally built with that in mind, and so when the 
Internet got hot, radical changes had to be made.



When my Powerbook broke my heart, and when Word stopped recognizing my old files, I jumped to Unix. The obvious 
alternative to MacOS would have been Windows. I didn't really have anything against Microsoft, or Windows. But it was 
pretty obvious, now, that old PC operating systems were overreaching, and showing the strain, and, perhaps, were best 
avoided until they had learned to walk and chew gum at the same time.



The changeover took place on a particular day in the summer of 1995. I had been San Francisco for a couple of weeks, 
using my PowerBook to work on a document. The document was too big to fit onto a single floppy, and so I hadn't made a 
backup since leaving home. The PowerBook crashed and wiped out the entire file.



It happened just as I was on my way out the door to visit a company called Electric Communities, which in those days 
was in Los Altos. I took my PowerBook with me. My friends at Electric Communities were Mac users who had all sorts of 
utility software for unerasing files and recovering from disk crashes, and I was certain I could get most of the file 
back.



As it turned out, two different Mac crash recovery utilities were unable to find any trace that my file had ever 
existed. It was completely and systematically wiped out. We went through that hard disk block by block and found 
disjointed fragments of countless old, discarded, forgotten files, but none of what I wanted. The metaphor shear was 
especially brutal that day. It was sort of like watching the girl you've been in love with for ten years get killed in 
a car wreck, and then attending her autopsy, and learning that underneath the clothes and makeup she was just flesh and 
blood.



I must have been reeling around the offices of Electric Communities in some kind of primal Jungian fugue, because at 
this moment three weirdly synchronistic things happened.



(1) Randy Farmer, a co-founder of the company, came in for a quick visit along with his family--he was recovering from 
back surgery at the time. He had some hot gossip: "Windows 95 mastered today." What this meant was that Microsoft's new 
operating system had, on this day, been placed on a special compact disk known as a golden master, which would be used 
to stamp out a jintillion copies in preparation for its thunderous release a few weeks later. This news was received 
peevishly by the staff of Electric Communities, including one whose office door was plastered with the usual assortment 
of cartoons and novelties, e.g.



(2) a copy of a Dilbert cartoon in which Dilbert, the long-suffering corporate software engineer, encounters a portly, 
bearded, hairy man of a certain age--a bit like Santa Claus, but darker, with a certain edge about him. Dilbert 
recognizes this man, based upon his appearance and affect, as a Unix hacker, and reacts with a certain mixture of 
nervousness, awe, and hostility. Dilbert jabs weakly at the disturbing interloper for a couple of frames; the Unix 
hacker listens with a kind of infuriating, beatific calm, then, in the last frame, reaches into his pocket. "Here's a 
nickel, kid," he says, "go buy yourself a real computer."



(3) the owner of the door, and the cartoon, was one Doug Barnes. Barnes was known to harbor certain heretical opinions 
on the subject of operating systems. Unlike most Bay Area techies who revered the Macintosh, considering it to be a 
true hacker's machine, Barnes was fond of pointing out that the Mac, with its hermetically sealed architecture, was 
actually hostile to hackers, who are prone to tinkering and dogmatic about openness. By contrast, the IBM-compatible 
line of machines, which can easily be taken apart and plugged back together, was much more hackable.



So when I got home I began messing around with Linux, which is one of many, many different concrete implementations of 
the abstract, Platonic ideal called Unix. I was not looking forward to changing over to a new OS, because my credit 
cards were still smoking from all the money I'd spent on Mac hardware over the years. But Linux's great virtue was, and 
is, that it would run on exactly the same sort of hardware as the Microsoft OSes--which is to say, the cheapest 
hardware in existence. As if to demonstrate why this was a great idea, I was, within a week or two of returning home, 
able to get my hand on a then-decent computer (a 33-MHz 486 box) for free, because I knew a guy who worked in an office 
where they were simply being thrown away. Once I got it home, I yanked the hood off, stuck my hands in, and began 
switching cards around. If something didn't work, I went to a used-computer outlet and pawed through a bin full of 
components and bought a new card for a few bucks.



The availability of all this cheap but effective hardware was an unintended consequence of decisions that had been made 
more than a decade earlier by IBM and Microsoft. When Windows came out, and brought the GUI to a much larger market, 
the hardware regime changed: the cost of color video cards and high-resolution monitors began to drop, and is dropping 
still. This free-for-all approach to hardware meant that Windows was unavoidably clunky compared to MacOS. But the GUI 
brought computing to such a vast audience that volume went way up and prices collapsed. Meanwhile Apple, which so badly 
wanted a clean, integrated OS with video neatly integrated into processing hardware, had fallen far behind in market 
share, at least partly because their beautiful hardware cost so much.



But the price that we Mac owners had to pay for superior aesthetics and engineering was not merely a financial one. 
There was a cultural price too, stemming from the fact that we couldn't open up the hood and mess around with it. Doug 
Barnes was right. Apple, in spite of its reputation as the machine of choice of scruffy, creative hacker types, had 
actually created a machine that discouraged hacking, while Microsoft, viewed as a technological laggard and copycat, 
had created a vast, disorderly parts bazaar--a primordial soup that eventually self-assembled into Linux.





THE HOLE HAWG OF OPERATING SYSTEMS




Unix has always lurked provocatively in the background of the operating system wars, like the Russian Army. Most people 
know it only by reputation, and its reputation, as the Dilbert cartoon suggests, is mixed. But everyone seems to agree 
that if it could only get its act together and stop surrendering vast tracts of rich agricultural land and hundreds of 
thousands of prisoners of war to the onrushing invaders, it could stomp them (and all other opposition) flat.



It is difficult to explain how Unix has earned this respect without going into mind-smashing technical detail. Perhaps 
the gist of it can be explained by telling a story about drills.



The Hole Hawg is a drill made by the Milwaukee Tool Company. If you look in a typical hardware store you may find 
smaller Milwaukee drills but not the Hole Hawg, which is too powerful and too expensive for homeowners. The Hole Hawg 
does not have the pistol-like design of a cheap homeowner's drill. It is a cube of solid metal with a handle sticking 
out of one face and a chuck mounted in another. The cube contains a disconcertingly potent electric motor. You can hold 
the handle and operate the trigger with your index finger, but unless you are exceptionally strong you cannot control 
the weight of the Hole Hawg with one hand; it is a two-hander all the way. In order to fight off the counter-torque of 
the Hole Hawg you use a separate handle (provided), which you screw into one side of the iron cube or the other 
depending on whether you are using your left or right hand to operate the trigger. This handle is not a sleek, 
ergonomically designed item as it would be in a homeowner's drill. It is simply a foot-long chunk of regular galvanized 
pipe, threaded on one end, with a black rubber handle on the other. If you lose it, you just go to the local plumbing 
supply store and buy another chunk of pipe.



During the Eighties I did some construction work. One day, another worker leaned a ladder against the outside of the 
building that we were putting up, climbed up to the second-story level, and used the Hole Hawg to drill a hole through 
the exterior wall. At some point, the drill bit caught in the wall. The Hole Hawg, following its one and only 
imperative, kept going. It spun the worker's body around like a rag doll, causing him to knock his own ladder down. 
Fortunately he kept his grip on the Hole Hawg, which remained lodged in the wall, and he simply dangled from it and 
shouted for help until someone came along and reinstated the ladder.



I myself used a Hole Hawg to drill many holes through studs, which it did as a blender chops cabbage. I also used it to 
cut a few six-inch-diameter holes through an old lath-and-plaster ceiling. I chucked in a new hole saw, went up to the 
second story, reached down between the newly installed floor joists, and began to cut through the first-floor ceiling 
below. Where my homeowner's drill had labored and whined to spin the huge bit around, and had stalled at the slightest 
obstruction, the Hole Hawg rotated with the stupid consistency of a spinning planet. When the hole saw seized up, the 
Hole Hawg spun itself and me around, and crushed one of my hands between the steel pipe handle and a joist, producing a 
few lacerations, each surrounded by a wide corona of deeply bruised flesh. It also bent the hole saw itself, though not 
so badly that I couldn't use it. After a few such run-ins, when I got ready to use the Hole Hawg my heart actually 
began to pound with atavistic terror.



But I never blamed the Hole Hawg; I blamed myself. The Hole Hawg is dangerous because it does exactly what you tell it 
to. It is not bound by the physical limitations that are inherent in a cheap drill, and neither is it limited by safety 
interlocks that might be built into a homeowner's product by a liability-conscious manufacturer. The danger lies not in 
the machine itself but in the user's failure to envision the full consequences of the instructions he gives to it.



A smaller tool is dangerous too, but for a completely different reason: it tries to do what you tell it to, and fails 
in some way that is unpredictable and almost always undesirable. But the Hole Hawg is like the genie of the ancient 
fairy tales, who carries out his master's instructions literally and precisely and with unlimited power, often with 
disastrous, unforeseen consequences.



Pre-Hole Hawg, I used to examine the drill selection in hardware stores with what I thought was a judicious eye, 
scorning the smaller low-end models and hefting the big expensive ones appreciatively, wishing I could afford one of 
them babies. Now I view them all with such contempt that I do not even consider them to be real drills--merely 
scaled-up toys designed to exploit the self-delusional tendencies of soft-handed homeowners who want to believe that 
they have purchased an actual tool. Their plastic casings, carefully designed and focus-group-tested to convey a 
feeling of solidity and power, seem disgustingly flimsy and cheap to me, and I am ashamed that I was ever bamboozled 
into buying such knicknacks.



It is not hard to imagine what the world would look like to someone who had been raised by contractors and who had 
never used any drill other than a Hole Hawg. Such a person, presented with the best and most expensive hardware-store 
drill, would not even recognize it as such. He might instead misidentify it as a child's toy, or some kind of motorized 
screwdriver. If a salesperson or a deluded homeowner referred to it as a drill, he would laugh and tell them that they 
were mistaken--they simply had their terminology wrong. His interlocutor would go away irritated, and probably feeling 
rather defensive about his basement full of cheap, dangerous, flashy, colorful tools.



Unix is the Hole Hawg of operating systems, and Unix hackers, like Doug Barnes and the guy in the Dilbert cartoon and 
many of the other people who populate Silicon Valley, are like contractor's sons who grew up using only Hole Hawgs. 
They might use Apple/Microsoft OSes to write letters, play video games, or balance their checkbooks, but they cannot 
really bring themselves to take these operating systems seriously.




THE ORAL TRADITION





Unix is hard to learn. The process of learning it is one of multiple small epiphanies. Typically you are just on the 
verge of inventing some necessary tool or utility when you realize that someone else has already invented it, and built 
it in, and this explains some odd file or directory or command that you have noticed but never really understood before.



For example there is a command (a small program, part of the OS) called whoami, which enables you to ask the computer 
who it thinks you are. On a Unix machine, you are always logged in under some name--possibly even your own! What files 
you may work with, and what software you may use, depends on your identity. When I started out using Linux, I was on a 
non-networked machine in my basement, with only one user account, and so when I became aware of the whoami command it 
struck me as ludicrous. But once you are logged in as one person, you can temporarily switch over to a pseudonym in 
order to access different files. If your machine is on the Internet, you can log onto other computers, provided you 
have a user name and a password. At that point the distant machine becomes no different in practice from the one right 
in front of you. These changes in identity and location can easily become nested inside each other, many layers deep, 
even if you aren't doing anything nefarious. Once you have forgotten who and where you are, the whoami command is 
indispensible. I use it all the time.



The file systems of Unix machines all have the same general structure. On your flimsy operating systems, you can create 
directories (folders) and give them names like Frodo or My Stuff and put them pretty much anywhere you like. But under 
Unix the highest level--the root--of the filesystem is always designated with the single character "/" and it always 
contains the same set of top-level directories:



/usr /etc /var /bin /proc /boot /home /root /sbin /dev /lib /tmp




and each of these directories typically has its own distinct structure of subdirectories. Note the obsessive use of 
abbreviations and avoidance of capital letters; this is a system invented by people to whom repetitive stress disorder 
is what black lung is to miners. Long names get worn down to three-letter nubbins, like stones smoothed by a river.



This is not the place to try to explain why each of the above directories exists, and what is contained in it. At first 
it all seems obscure; worse, it seems deliberately obscure. When I started using Linux I was accustomed to being able 
to create directories wherever I wanted and to give them whatever names struck my fancy. Under Unix you are free to do 
that, of course (you are free to do anything) but as you gain experience with the system you come to understand that 
the directories listed above were created for the best of reasons and that your life will be much easier if you follow 
along (within /home, by the way, you have pretty much unlimited freedom).



After this kind of thing has happened several hundred or thousand times, the hacker understands why Unix is the way it 
is, and agrees that it wouldn't be the same any other way. It is this sort of acculturation that gives Unix hackers 
their confidence in the system, and the attitude of calm, unshakable, annoying superiority captured in the Dilbert 
cartoon. Windows 95 and MacOS are products, contrived by engineers in the service of specific companies. Unix, by 
contrast, is not so much a product as it is a painstakingly compiled oral history of the hacker subculture. It is our 
Gilgamesh epic.



What made old epics like Gilgamesh so powerful and so long-lived was that they were living bodies of narrative that 
many people knew by heart, and told over and over again--making their own personal embellishments whenever it struck 
their fancy. The bad embellishments were shouted down, the good ones picked up by others, polished, improved, and, over 
time, incorporated into the story. Likewise, Unix is known, loved, and understood by so many hackers that it can be 
re-created from scratch whenever someone needs it. This is very difficult to understand for people who are accustomed 
to thinking of OSes as things that absolutely have to be bought.



Many hackers have launched more or less successful re-implementations of the Unix ideal. Each one brings in new 
embellishments. Some of them die out quickly, some are merged with similar, parallel innovations created by different 
hackers attacking the same problem, others still are embraced, and adopted into the epic. Thus Unix has slowly accreted 
around a simple kernel and acquired a kind of complexity and asymmetry about it that is organic, like the roots of a 
tree, or the branchings of a coronary artery. Understanding it is more like anatomy than physics.



For at least a year, prior to my adoption of Linux, I had been hearing about it. Credible, well-informed people kept 
telling me that a bunch of hackers had got together an implentation of Unix that could be downloaded, free of charge, 
from the Internet. For a long time I could not bring myself to take the notion seriously. It was like hearing rumors 
that a group of model rocket enthusiasts had created a completely functional Saturn V by exchanging blueprints on the 
Net and mailing valves and flanges to each other.



But it's true. Credit for Linux generally goes to its human namesake, one Linus Torvalds, a Finn who got the whole 
thing rolling in 1991 when he used some of the GNU tools to write the beginnings of a Unix kernel that could run on 
PC-compatible hardware. And indeed Torvalds deserves all the credit he has ever gotten, and a whole lot more. But he 
could not have made it happen by himself, any more than Richard Stallman could have. To write code at all, Torvalds had 
to have cheap but powerful development tools, and these he got from Stallman's GNU project.



And he had to have cheap hardware on which to write that code. Cheap hardware is a much harder thing to arrange than 
cheap software; a single person (Stallman) can write software and put it up on the Net for free, but in order to make 
hardware it's necessary to have a whole industrial infrastructure, which is not cheap by any stretch of the 
imagination. Really the only way to make hardware cheap is to punch out an incredible number of copies of it, so that 
the unit cost eventually drops. For reasons already explained, Apple had no desire to see the cost of hardware drop. 
The only reason Torvalds had cheap hardware was Microsoft.



Microsoft refused to go into the hardware business, insisted on making its software run on hardware that anyone could 
build, and thereby created the market conditions that allowed hardware prices to plummet. In trying to understand the 
Linux phenomenon, then, we have to look not to a single innovator but to a sort of bizarre Trinity: Linus Torvalds, 
Richard Stallman, and Bill Gates. Take away any of these three and Linux would not exist.





OS SHOCK




Young Americans who leave their great big homogeneous country and visit some other part of the world typically go 
through several stages of culture shock: first, dumb wide-eyed astonishment. Then a tentative engagement with the new 
country's manners, cuisine, public transit systems and toilets, leading to a brief period of fatuous confidence that 
they are instant experts on the new country. As the visit wears on, homesickness begins to set in, and the traveler 
begins to appreciate, for the first time, how much he or she took for granted at home. At the same time it begins to 
seem obvious that many of one's own cultures and traditions are essentially arbitrary, and could have been different; 
driving on the right side of the road, for example. When the traveler returns home and takes stock of the experience, 
he or she may have learned a good deal more about America than about the country they went to visit.



For the same reasons, Linux is worth trying. It is a strange country indeed, but you don't have to live there; a brief 
sojourn suffices to give some flavor of the place and--more importantly--to lay bare everything that is taken for 
granted, and all that could have been done differently, under Windows or MacOS.



You can't try it unless you install it. With any other OS, installing it would be a straightforward transaction: in 
exchange for money, some company would give you a CD-ROM, and you would be on your way. But a lot is subsumed in that 
kind of transaction, and has to be gone through and picked apart.



We like plain dealings and straightforward transactions in America. If you go to Egypt and, say, take a taxi somewhere, 
you become a part of the taxi driver's life; he refuses to take your money because it would demean your friendship, he 
follows you around town, and weeps hot tears when you get in some other guy's taxi. You end up meeting his kids at some 
point, and have to devote all sort of ingenuity to finding some way to compensate him without insulting his honor. It 
is exhausting. Sometimes you just want a simple Manhattan-style taxi ride.



But in order to have an American-style setup, where you can just go out and hail a taxi and be on your way, there must 
exist a whole hidden apparatus of medallions, inspectors, commissions, and so forth--which is fine as long as taxis are 
cheap and you can always get one. When the system fails to work in some way, it is mysterious and infuriating and turns 
otherwise reasonable people into conspiracy theorists. But when the Egyptian system breaks down, it breaks down 
transparently. You can't get a taxi, but your driver's nephew will show up, on foot, to explain the problem and 
apologize.



Microsoft and Apple do things the Manhattan way, with vast complexity hidden behind a wall of interface. Linux does 
things the Egypt way, with vast complexity strewn about all over the landscape. If you've just flown in from Manhattan, 
your first impulse will be to throw up your hands and say "For crying out loud! Will you people get a grip on 
yourselves!?" But this does not make friends in Linux-land any better than it would in Egypt.



You can suck Linux right out of the air, as it were, by downloading the right files and putting them in the right 
places, but there probably are not more than a few hundred people in the world who could create a functioning Linux 
system in that way. What you really need is a distribution of Linux, which means a prepackaged set of files. But 
distributions are a separate thing from Linux per se.



Linux per se is not a specific set of ones and zeroes, but a self-organizing Net subculture. The end result of its 
collective lucubrations is a vast body of source code, almost all written in C (the dominant computer programming 
language). "Source code" just means a computer program as typed in and edited by some hacker. If it's in C, the file 
name will probably have .c or .cpp on the end of it, depending on which dialect was used; if it's in some other 
language it will have some other suffix. Frequently these sorts of files can be found in a directory with the name /src 
which is the hacker's Hebraic abbreviation of "source."



Source files are useless to your computer, and of little interest to most users, but they are of gigantic cultural and 
political significance, because Microsoft and Apple keep them secret while Linux makes them public. They are the family 
jewels. They are the sort of thing that in Hollywood thrillers is used as a McGuffin: the plutonium bomb core, the 
top-secret blueprints, the suitcase of bearer bonds, the reel of microfilm. If the source files for Windows or MacOS 
were made public on the Net, then those OSes would become free, like Linux--only not as good, because no one would be 
around to fix bugs and answer questions. Linux is "open source" software meaning, simply, that anyone can get copies of 
its source code files.



Your computer doesn't want source code any more than you do; it wants object code. Object code files typically have the 
suffix .o and are unreadable all but a few, highly strange humans, because they consist of ones and zeroes. 
Accordingly, this sort of file commonly shows up in a directory with the name /bin, for "binary."



Source files are simply ASCII text files. ASCII denotes a particular way of encoding letters into bit patterns. In an 
ASCII file, each character has eight bits all to itself. This creates a potential "alphabet" of 256 distinct 
characters, in that eight binary digits can form that many unique patterns. In practice, of course, we tend to limit 
ourselves to the familiar letters and digits. The bit-patterns used to represent those letters and digits are the same 
ones that were physically punched into the paper tape by my high school teletype, which in turn were the same one used 
by the telegraph industry for decades previously. ASCII text files, in other words, are telegrams, and as such they 
have no typographical frills. But for the same reason they are eternal, because the code never changes, and universal, 
because every text editing and word processing software ever written knows about this code.



Therefore just about any software can be used to create, edit, and read source code files. Object code files, then, are 
created from these source files by a piece of software called a compiler, and forged into a working application by 
another piece of software called a linker.



The triad of editor, compiler, and linker, taken together, form the core of a software development system. Now, it is 
possible to spend a lot of money on shrink-wrapped development systems with lovely graphical user interfaces and 
various ergonomic enhancements. In some cases it might even be a good and reasonable way to spend money. But on this 
side of the road, as it were, the very best software is usually the free stuff. Editor, compiler and linker are to 
hackers what ponies, stirrups, and archery sets were to the Mongols. Hackers live in the saddle, and hack on their own 
tools even while they are using them to create new applications. It is quite inconceivable that superior hacking tools 
could have been created from a blank sheet of paper by product engineers. Even if they are the brightest engineers in 
the world they are simply outnumbered.



In the GNU/Linux world there are two major text editing programs: the minimalist vi (known in some implementations as 
elvis) and the maximalist emacs. I use emacs, which might be thought of as a thermonuclear word processor. It was 
created by Richard Stallman; enough said. It is written in Lisp, which is the only computer language that is beautiful. 
It is colossal, and yet it only edits straight ASCII text files, which is to say, no fonts, no boldface, no 
underlining. In other words, the engineer-hours that, in the case of Microsoft Word, were devoted to features like mail 
merge, and the ability to embed feature-length motion pictures in corporate memoranda, were, in the case of emacs, 
focused with maniacal intensity on the deceptively simple-seeming problem of editing text. If you are a professional 
writer--i.e., if someone else is getting paid to worry about how your words are formatted and printed--emacs outshines 
all other editing software in approximately the same way that the noonday sun does the stars. It is not just bigger and 
brighter; it simply makes everything else vanish. For page layout and printing you can use TeX: a vast corpus of 
typesetting lore written in C and also available on the Net for free.



I could say a lot about emacs and TeX, but right now I am trying to tell a story about how to actually install Linux on 
your machine. The hard-core survivalist approach would be to download an editor like emacs, and the GNU Tools--the 
compiler and linker--which are polished and excellent to the same degree as emacs. Equipped with these, one would be 
able to start downloading ASCII source code files (/src) and compiling them into binary object code files (/bin) that 
would run on the machine. But in order to even arrive at this point--to get emacs running, for example--you have to 
have Linux actually up and running on your machine. And even a minimal Linux operating system requires thousands of 
binary files all acting in concert, and arranged and linked together just so.



Several entities have therefore taken it upon themselves to create "distributions" of Linux. If I may extend the Egypt 
analogy slightly, these entities are a bit like tour guides who meet you at the airport, who speak your language, and 
who help guide you through the initial culture shock. If you are an Egyptian, of course, you see it the other way; tour 
guides exist to keep brutish outlanders from traipsing through your mosques and asking you the same questions over and 
over and over again.



Some of these tour guides are commercial organizations, such as Red Hat Software, which makes a Linux distribution 
called Red Hat that has a relatively commercial sheen to it. In most cases you put a Red Hat CD-ROM into your PC and 
reboot and it handles the rest. Just as a tour guide in Egypt will expect some sort of compensation for his services, 
commercial distributions need to be paid for. In most cases they cost almost nothing and are well worth it.



I use a distribution called Debian (the word is a contraction of "Deborah" and "Ian") which is non-commercial. It is 
organized (or perhaps I should say "it has organized itself") along the same lines as Linux in general, which is to say 
that it consists of volunteers who collaborate over the Net, each responsible for looking after a different chunk of 
the system. These people have broken Linux down into a number of packages, which are compressed files that can be 
downloaded to an already functioning Debian Linux system, then opened up and unpacked using a free installer 
application. Of course, as such, Debian has no commercial arm--no distribution mechanism. You can download all Debian 
packages over the Net, but most people will want to have them on a CD-ROM. Several different companies have taken it 
upon themselves to decoct all of the current Debian packages onto CD-ROMs and then sell them. I buy mine from Linux 
Systems Labs. The cost for a three-disc set, containing Debian in its entirety, is less than three dollars. But (and 
this is an important distinction) not a single penny of that three dollars is going to any of the coders who created 
Linux, nor to the Debian packagers. It goes to Linux Systems Labs and it pays, not for the software, or the packages, 
but for the cost of stamping out the CD-ROMs.



Every Linux distribution embodies some more or less clever hack for circumventing the normal boot process and causing 
your computer, when it is turned on, to organize itself, not as a PC running Windows, but as a "host" running Unix. 
This is slightly alarming the first time you see it, but completely harmless. When a PC boots up, it goes through a 
little self-test routine, taking an inventory of available disks and memory, and then begins looking around for a disk 
to boot up from. In any normal Windows computer that disk will be a hard drive. But if you have your system configured 
right, it will look first for a floppy or CD-ROM disk, and boot from that if one is available.



Linux exploits this chink in the defenses. Your computer notices a bootable disk in the floppy or CD-ROM drive, loads 
in some object code from that disk, and blindly begins to execute it. But this is not Microsoft or Apple code, this is 
Linux code, and so at this point your computer begins to behave very differently from what you are accustomed to. 
Cryptic messages began to scroll up the screen. If you had booted a commercial OS, you would, at this point, be seeing 
a "Welcome to MacOS" cartoon, or a screen filled with clouds in a blue sky, and a Windows logo. But under Linux you get 
a long telegram printed in stark white letters on a black screen. There is no "welcome!" message. Most of the telegram 
has the semi-inscrutable menace of graffiti tags.



Dec 14 15:04:15 theRev syslogd 1.3-3#17: restart. 
Dec 14 15:04:15 theRev kernel: klogd 1.3-3, log source = /proc/kmsg started. 
Dec 14 15:04:15 theRev kernel: Loaded 3535 symbols from /System.map. 
Dec 14 15:04:15 theRev kernel: Symbols match kernel version 2.0.30. 
Dec 14 15:04:15 theRev kernel: No module symbols loaded. 
Dec 14 15:04:15 theRev kernel: Intel MultiProcessor Specification v1.4 
Dec 14 15:04:15 theRev kernel: Virtual Wire compatibility mode. 
Dec 14 15:04:15 theRev kernel: OEM ID: INTEL Product ID: 440FX APIC at: ﻠ0000 
Dec 14 15:04:15 theRev kernel: Processor #0 Pentium(tm) Pro APIC version 17 
Dec 14 15:04:15 theRev kernel: Processor #1 Pentium(tm) Pro APIC version 17 
Dec 14 15:04:15 theRev kernel: I/O APIC #2 Version 17 at 0000. 
Dec 14 15:04:15 theRev kernel: Processors: 2 
Dec 14 15:04:15 theRev kernel: Console: 16 point font, 400 scans 
Dec 14 15:04:15 theRev kernel: Console: colour VGA+ 8%, 1 virtual console (max 63) 
Dec 14 15:04:15 theRev kernel: pcibios_init : BIOS32 Service Directory structure at  
Dec 14 15:04:15 theRev kernel: pcibios_init : BIOS32 Service Directory entry at  
Dec 14 15:04:15 theRev kernel: pcibios_init : PCI BIOS revision 2.10 entry at  
Dec 14 15:04:15 theRev kernel: Probing PCI hardware. 
Dec 14 15:04:15 theRev kernel: Warning : Unknown PCI device (10b7:9001). Please read include/linux/pci.h 
Dec 14 15:04:15 theRev kernel: Calibrating delay loop.. ok - 179.40 BogoMIPS 
Dec 14 15:04:15 theRev kernel: Memory: 64268k/66556k available (700k kernel code, 384k reserved, 1204k data) 
Dec 14 15:04:15 theRev kernel: Swansea University Computer Society NET3.035 for Linux 2.0 
Dec 14 15:04:15 theRev kernel: NET3: Unix domain sockets 0.13 for Linux NET3.035. 
Dec 14 15:04:15 theRev kernel: Swansea University Computer Society TCP/IP for NET3.034 
Dec 14 15:04:15 theRev kernel: IP Protocols: ICMP, UDP, TCP 
Dec 14 15:04:15 theRev kernel: Checking 386/387 coupling... Ok, fpu using exception 16 error reporting. 
Dec 14 15:04:15 theRev kernel: Checking 'hlt' instruction... Ok. 
Dec 14 15:04:15 theRev kernel: Linux version 2.0.30 (root@theRev) (gcc version 2.7.2.1) #15 Fri Mar 27 16:37:24 PST 
1998 
Dec 14 15:04:15 theRev kernel: Booting processor 1 stack 00002000: Calibrating delay loop.. ok - 179.40 BogoMIPS 
Dec 14 15:04:15 theRev kernel: Total of 2 processors activated (358.81 BogoMIPS). 
Dec 14 15:04:15 theRev kernel: Serial driver version 4.13 with no serial options enabled 
Dec 14 15:04:15 theRev kernel: tty00 at ϸ (irq = 4) is a 16550A 
Dec 14 15:04:15 theRev kernel: tty01 at ˸ (irq = 3) is a 16550A 
Dec 14 15:04:15 theRev kernel: lp1 at ͸, (polling) 
Dec 14 15:04:15 theRev kernel: PS/2 auxiliary pointing device detected -- driver installed. 
Dec 14 15:04:15 theRev kernel: Real Time Clock Driver v1.07 
Dec 14 15:04:15 theRev kernel: loop: registered device at major 7 
Dec 14 15:04:15 theRev kernel: ide: i82371 PIIX (Triton) on PCI bus 0 function 57 
Dec 14 15:04:15 theRev kernel: ide0: BM-DMA at ﾠ-ﾧ 
Dec 14 15:04:15 theRev kernel: ide1: BM-DMA at ﾨ-ﾯ 
Dec 14 15:04:15 theRev kernel: hda: Conner Peripherals 1275MB - CFS1275A, 1219MB w/64kB Cache, LBA, CHS=619/64/63 
Dec 14 15:04:15 theRev kernel: hdb: Maxtor 84320A5, 4119MB w/256kB Cache, LBA, CHS=8928/15/63, DMA 
Dec 14 15:04:15 theRev kernel: hdc: , ATAPI CDROM drive Dec 15 11:58:06 theRev kernel: ide0 at ǰ-Ƿ,϶ on irq 14 
Dec 15 11:58:06 theRev kernel: ide1 at Ű-ŷ,Ͷ on irq 15 
Dec 15 11:58:06 theRev kernel: Floppy drive(s): fd0 is 1.44M 
Dec 15 11:58:06 theRev kernel: Started kswapd v 1.4.2.2 
Dec 15 11:58:06 theRev kernel: FDC 0 is a National Semiconductor PC87306 
Dec 15 11:58:06 theRev kernel: md driver 0.35 MAX_MD_DEV=4, MAX_REAL=8 
Dec 15 11:58:06 theRev kernel: PPP: version 2.2.0 (dynamic channel allocation) 
Dec 15 11:58:06 theRev kernel: TCP compression code copyright 1989 Regents of the University of California 
Dec 15 11:58:06 theRev kernel: PPP Dynamic channel allocation code copyright 1995 Caldera, Inc. 
Dec 15 11:58:06 theRev kernel: PPP line discipline registered. 
Dec 15 11:58:06 theRev kernel: SLIP: version 0.8.4-NET3.019-NEWTTY (dynamic channels, max=256). 
Dec 15 11:58:06 theRev kernel: eth0: 3Com 3c900 Boomerang 10Mbps/Combo at , 00:60:08:a4:3c:db, IRQ 10 
Dec 15 11:58:06 theRev kernel: 8K word-wide RAM 3:5 Rx:Tx split, 10base2 interface. 
Dec 15 11:58:06 theRev kernel: Enabling bus-master transmits and whole-frame receives. 
Dec 15 11:58:06 theRev kernel: 3c59x.c:v0.49 1/2/98 Donald Becker http://cesdis.gsfc.nasa.gov/linux/drivers/vortex.html 
Dec 15 11:58:06 theRev kernel: Partition check: Dec 15 11:58:06 theRev kernel: hda: hda1 hda2 hda3 
Dec 15 11:58:06 theRev kernel: hdb: hdb1 hdb2 Dec 15 11:58:06 theRev kernel: VFS: Mounted root (ext2 filesystem) 
readonly. 
Dec 15 11:58:06 theRev kernel: Adding Swap: 16124k swap-space (priority -1) 
Dec 15 11:58:06 theRev kernel: EXT2-fs warning: maximal mount count reached, running e2fsck is recommended 
Dec 15 11:58:06 theRev kernel: hdc: media changed 
Dec 15 11:58:06 theRev kernel: ISO9660 Extensions: RRIP_1991A 
Dec 15 11:58:07 theRev syslogd 1.3-3#17: restart. 
Dec 15 11:58:09 theRev diald[87]: Unable to open options file /etc/diald/diald.options: No such file or directory 
Dec 15 11:58:09 theRev diald[87]: No device specified. You must have at least one device! 
Dec 15 11:58:09 theRev diald[87]: You must define a connector script (option 'connect'). 
Dec 15 11:58:09 theRev diald[87]: You must define the remote ip address. 
Dec 15 11:58:09 theRev diald[87]: You must define the local ip address. 
Dec 15 11:58:09 theRev diald[87]: Terminating due to damaged reconfigure.






The only parts of this that are readable, for normal people, are the error messages and warnings. And yet it's 
noteworthy that Linux doesn't stop, or crash, when it encounters an error; it spits out a pithy complaint, gives up on 
whatever processes were damaged, and keeps on rolling. This was decidedly not true of the early versions of Apple and 
Microsoft OSes, for the simple reason that an OS that is not capable of walking and chewing gum at the same time cannot 
possibly recover from errors. Looking for, and dealing with, errors requires a separate process running in parallel 
with the one that has erred. A kind of superego, if you will, that keeps an eye on all of the others, and jumps in when 
one goes astray. Now that MacOS and Windows can do more than one thing at a time they are much better at dealing with 
errors than they used to be, but they are not even close to Linux or other Unices in this respect; and their greater 
complexity has made them vulnerable to new types of errors.



FALLIBILITY, ATONEMENT, REDEMPTION, TRUST, AND OTHER ARCANE TECHNICAL CONCEPTS



Linux is not capable of having any centrally organized policies dictating how to write error messages and 
documentation, and so each programmer writes his own. Usually they are in English even though tons of Linux programmers 
are Europeans. Frequently they are funny. Always they are honest. If something bad has happened because the software 
simply isn't finished yet, or because the user screwed something up, this will be stated forthrightly. The command line 
interface makes it easy for programs to dribble out little comments, warnings, and messages here and there. Even if the 
application is imploding like a damaged submarine, it can still usually eke out a little S.O.S. message. Sometimes when 
you finish working with a program and shut it down, you find that it has left behind a series of mild warnings and 
low-grade error messages in the command-line interface window from which you launched it. As if the software were 
chatting to you about how it was doing the whole time you were working with it.



Documentation, under Linux, comes in the form of man (short for manual) pages. You can access these either through a 
GUI (xman) or from the command line (man). Here is a sample from the man page for a program called rsh:



"Stop signals stop the local rsh process only; this is arguably wrong, but currently hard to fix for reasons too 
complicated to explain here."



The man pages contain a lot of such material, which reads like the terse mutterings of pilots wrestling with the 
controls of damaged airplanes. The general feel is of a thousand monumental but obscure struggles seen in the 
stop-action light of a strobe. Each programmer is dealing with his own obstacles and bugs; he is too busy fixing them, 
and improving the software, to explain things at great length or to maintain elaborate pretensions.



In practice you hardly ever encounter a serious bug while running Linux. When you do, it is almost always with 
commercial software (several vendors sell software that runs under Linux). The operating system and its fundamental 
utility programs are too important to contain serious bugs. I have been running Linux every day since late 1995 and 
have seen many application programs go down in flames, but I have never seen the operating system crash. Never. Not 
once. There are quite a few Linux systems that have been running continuously and working hard for months or years 
without needing to be rebooted.



Commercial OSes have to adopt the same official stance towards errors as Communist countries had towards poverty. For 
doctrinal reasons it was not possible to admit that poverty was a serious problem in Communist countries, because the 
whole point of Communism was to eradicate poverty. Likewise, commercial OS companies like Apple and Microsoft can't go 
around admitting that their software has bugs and that it crashes all the time, any more than Disney can issue press 
releases stating that Mickey Mouse is an actor in a suit.



This is a problem, because errors do exist and bugs do happen. Every few months Bill Gates tries to demo a new 
Microsoft product in front of a large audience only to have it blow up in his face. Commercial OS vendors, as a direct 
consequence of being commercial, are forced to adopt the grossly disingenuous position that bugs are rare aberrations, 
usually someone else's fault, and therefore not really worth talking about in any detail. This posture, which everyone 
knows to be absurd, is not limited to press releases and ad campaigns. It informs the whole way these companies do 
business and relate to their customers. If the documentation were properly written, it would mention bugs, errors, and 
crashes on every single page. If the on-line help systems that come with these OSes reflected the experiences and 
concerns of their users, they would largely be devoted to instructions on how to cope with crashes and errors.



But this does not happen. Joint stock corporations are wonderful inventions that have given us many excellent goods and 
services. They are good at many things. Admitting failure is not one of them. Hell, they can't even admit minor 
shortcomings.



Of course, this behavior is not as pathological in a corporation as it would be in a human being. Most people, 
nowadays, understand that corporate press releases are issued for the benefit of the corporation's shareholders and not 
for the enlightenment of the public. Sometimes the results of this institutional dishonesty can be dreadful, as with 
tobacco and asbestos. In the case of commercial OS vendors it is nothing of the kind, of course; it is merely annoying.



Some might argue that consumer annoyance, over time, builds up into a kind of hardened plaque that can conceal serious 
decay, and that honesty might therefore be the best policy in the long run; the jury is still out on this in the 
operating system market. The business is expanding fast enough that it's still much better to have billions of 
chronically annoyed customers than millions of happy ones.



Most system administrators I know who work with Windows NT all the time agree that when it hits a snag, it has to be 
re-booted, and when it gets seriously messed up, the only way to fix it is to re-install the operating system from 
scratch. Or at least this is the only way that they know of to fix it, which amounts to the same thing. It is quite 
possible that the engineers at Microsoft have all sorts of insider knowledge on how to fix the system when it goes 
awry, but if they do, they do not seem to be getting the message out to any of the actual system administrators I know.



Because Linux is not commercial--because it is, in fact, free, as well as rather difficult to obtain, install, and 
operate--it does not have to maintain any pretensions as to its reliability. Consequently, it is much more reliable. 
When something goes wrong with Linux, the error is noticed and loudly discussed right away. Anyone with the requisite 
technical knowledge can go straight to the source code and point out the source of the error, which is then rapidly 
fixed by whichever hacker has carved out responsibility for that particular program.



As far as I know, Debian is the only Linux distribution that has its own constitution 
(http://www.debian.org/devel/constitution), but what really sold me on it was its phenomenal bug database 
(http://www.debian.org/Bugs), which is a sort of interactive Doomsday Book of error, fallibility, and redemption. It is 
simplicity itself. When had a problem with Debian in early January of 1997, I sent in a message describing the problem 
to submit@bugs.debian.org. My problem was promptly assigned a bug report number (#6518) and a severity level (the 
available choices being critical, grave, important, normal, fixed, and wishlist) and forwarded to mailing lists where 
Debian people hang out. Within twenty-four hours I had received five e-mails telling me how to fix the problem: two 
from North America, two from Europe, and one from Australia. All of these e-mails gave me the same suggestion, which 
worked, and made my problem go away. But at the same time, a transcript of this exchange was posted to Debian's bug 
database, so that if other users had the same problem later, they would be able to search through and find the solution 
without having to enter a new, redundant bug report.



Contrast this with the experience that I had when I tried to install Windows NT 4.0 on the very same machine about ten 
months later, in late 1997. The installation program simply stopped in the middle with no error messages. I went to the 
Microsoft Support website and tried to perform a search for existing help documents that would address my problem. The 
search engine was completely nonfunctional; it did nothing at all. It did not even give me a message telling me that it 
was not working.



Eventually I decided that my motherboard must be at fault; it was of a slightly unusual make and model, and NT did not 
support as many different motherboards as Linux. I am always looking for excuses, no matter how feeble, to buy new 
hardware, so I bought a new motherboard that was Windows NT logo-compatible, meaning that the Windows NT logo was 
printed right on the box. I installed this into my computer and got Linux running right away, then attempted to install 
Windows NT again. Again, the installation died without any error message or explanation. By this time a couple of weeks 
had gone by and I thought that perhaps the search engine on the Microsoft Support website might be up and running. I 
gave that a try but it still didn't work.



So I created a new Microsoft support account, then logged on to submit the incident. I supplied my product ID number 
when asked, and then began to follow the instructions on a series of help screens. In other words, I was submitting a 
bug report just as with the Debian bug tracking system. It's just that the interface was slicker--I was typing my 
complaint into little text-editing boxes on Web forms, doing it all through the GUI, whereas with Debian you send in an 
e-mail telegram. I knew that when I was finished submitting the bug report, it would become proprietary Microsoft 
information, and other users wouldn't be able to see it. Many Linux users would refuse to participate in such a scheme 
on ethical grounds, but I was willing to give it a shot as an experiment. In the end, though I was never able to submit 
my bug report, because the series of linked web pages that I was filling out eventually led me to a completely blank 
page: a dead end.



So I went back and clicked on the buttons for "phone support" and eventually was given a Microsoft telephone number. 
When I dialed this number I got a series of piercing beeps and a recorded message from the phone company saying "We're 
sorry, your call cannot be completed as dialed."



I tried the search page again--it was still completely nonfunctional. Then I tried PPI (Pay Per Incident) again. This 
led me through another series of Web pages until I dead-ended at one reading: "Notice-there is no Web page matching 
your request."



I tried it again, and eventually got to a Pay Per Incident screen reading: "OUT OF INCIDENTS. There are no unused 
incidents left in your account. If you would like to purchase a support incident, click OK-you will then be able to 
prepay for an incident...." The cost per incident was $95.



The experiment was beginning to seem rather expensive, so I gave up on the PPI approach and decided to have a go at the 
FAQs posted on Microsoft's website. None of the available FAQs had anything to do with my problem except for one 
entitled "I am having some problems installing NT" which appeared to have been written by flacks, not engineers.



So I gave up and still, to this day, have never gotten Windows NT installed on that particular machine. For me, the 
path of least resistance was simply to use Debian Linux.



In the world of open source software, bug reports are useful information. Making them public is a service to other 
users, and improves the OS. Making them public systematically is so important that highly intelligent people 
voluntarily put time and money into running bug databases. In the commercial OS world, however, reporting a bug is a 
privilege that you have to pay lots of money for. But if you pay for it, it follows that the bug report must be kept 
confidential--otherwise anyone could get the benefit of your ninety-five bucks! And yet nothing prevents NT users from 
setting up their own public bug database.



This is, in other words, another feature of the OS market that simply makes no sense unless you view it in the context 
of culture. What Microsoft is selling through Pay Per Incident isn't technical support so much as the continued 
illusion that its customers are engaging in some kind of rational business transaction. It is a sort of routine 
maintenance fee for the upkeep of the fantasy. If people really wanted a solid OS they would use Linux, and if they 
really wanted tech support they would find a way to get it; Microsoft's customers want something else.



As of this writing (Jan. 1999), something like 32,000 bugs have been reported to the Debian Linux bug database. Almost 
all of them have been fixed a long time ago. There are twelve "critical" bugs still outstanding, of which the oldest 
was posted 79 days ago. There are 20 outstanding "grave" bugs of which the oldest is 1166 days old. There are 48 
"important" bugs and hundreds of "normal" and less important ones.



Likewise, BeOS (which I'll get to in a minute) has its own bug database (http://www.be.com/developers/bugs/index.html) 
with its own classification system, including such categories as "Not a Bug," "Acknowledged Feature," and "Will Not 
Fix." Some of the "bugs" here are nothing more than Be hackers blowing off steam, and are classified as "Input 
Acknowledged." For example, I found one that was posted on December 30th, 1998. It's in the middle of a long list of 
bugs, wedged between one entitled "Mouse working in very strange fashion" and another called "Change of BView frame 
does not affect, if BView not attached to a BWindow."



This one is entitled



R4: BeOS missing megalomaniacal figurehead to harness and focus developer rage



and it goes like this:





----------------------------





Be Status: Input Acknowledged BeOS Version: R3.2 Component: unknown



Full Description:



The BeOS needs a megalomaniacal egomaniac sitting on its throne to give it a human character which everyone loves to 
hate. Without this, the BeOS will languish in the impersonifiable realm of OSs that people can never quite get a handle 
on. You can judge the success of an OS not by the quality of its features, but by how infamous and disliked the leaders 
behind them are.



I believe this is a side-effect of developer comraderie under miserable conditions. After all, misery loves company. I 
believe that making the BeOS less conceptually accessible and far less reliable will require developers to band 
together, thus developing the kind of community where strangers talk to one- another, kind of like at a grocery store 
before a huge snowstorm.



Following this same program, it will likely be necessary to move the BeOS headquarters to a far-less-comfortable 
climate. General environmental discomfort will breed this attitude within and there truly is no greater recipe for 
success. I would suggest Seattle, but I think it's already taken. You might try Washington, DC, but definitely not 
somewhere like San Diego or Tucson.





----------------------------




Unfortunately, the Be bug reporting system strips off the names of the people who report the bugs (to protect them from 
retribution!?) and so I don't know who wrote this.



So it would appear that I'm in the middle of crowing about the technical and moral superiority of Debian Linux. But as 
almost always happens in the OS world, it's more complicated than that. I have Windows NT running on another machine, 
and the other day (Jan. 1999), when I had a problem with it, I decided to have another go at Microsoft Support. This 
time the search engine actually worked (though in order to reach it I had to identify myself as "advanced"). And 
instead of coughing up some useless FAQ, it located about two hundred documents (I was using very vague search 
criteria) that were obviously bug reports--though they were called something else. Microsoft, in other words, has got a 
system up and running that is functionally equivalent to Debian's bug database. It looks and feels different, of 
course, but it contains technical nitty-gritty and makes no bones about the existence of errors.



As I've explained, selling OSes for money is a basically untenable position, and the only way Apple and Microsoft can 
get away with it is by pursuing technological advancements as aggressively as they can, and by getting people to 
believe in, and to pay for, a particular image: in the case of Apple, that of the creative free thinker, and in the 
case of Microsoft, that of the respectable techno-bourgeois. Just like Disney, they're making money from selling an 
interface, a magic mirror. It has to be polished and seamless or else the whole illusion is ruined and the business 
plan vanishes like a mirage.



Accordingly, it was the case until recently that the people who wrote manuals and created customer support websites for 
commercial OSes seemed to have been barred, by their employers' legal or PR departments, from admitting, even 
obliquely, that the software might contain bugs or that the interface might be suffering from the blinking twelve 
problem. They couldn't address users' actual difficulties. The manuals and websites were therefore useless, and caused 
even technically self-assured users to wonder whether they were going subtly insane.



When Apple engages in this sort of corporate behavior, one wants to believe that they are really trying their best. We 
all want to give Apple the benefit of the doubt, because mean old Bill Gates kicked the crap out of them, and because 
they have good PR. But when Microsoft does it, one almost cannot help becoming a paranoid conspiracist. Obviously they 
are hiding something from us! And yet they are so powerful! They are trying to drive us crazy!



This approach to dealing with one's customers was straight out of the Central European totalitarianism of the 
mid-Twentieth Century. The adjectives "Kafkaesque" and "Orwellian" come to mind. It couldn't last, any more than the 
Berlin Wall could, and so now Microsoft has a publicly available bug database. It's called something else, and it takes 
a while to find it, but it's there.



They have, in other words, adapted to the two-tiered Eloi/Morlock structure of technological society. If you're an Eloi 
you install Windows, follow the instructions, hope for the best, and dumbly suffer when it breaks. If you're a Morlock 
you go to the website, tell it that you are "advanced," find the bug database, and get the truth straight from some 
anonymous Microsoft engineer.



But once Microsoft has taken this step, it raises the question, once again, of whether there is any point to being in 
the OS business at all. Customers might be willing to pay $95 to report a problem to Microsoft if, in return, they get 
some advice that no other user is getting. This has the useful side effect of keeping the users alienated from one 
another, which helps maintain the illusion that bugs are rare aberrations. But once the results of those bug reports 
become openly available on the Microsoft website, everything changes. No one is going to cough up $95 to report a 
problem when chances are good that some other sucker will do it first, and that instructions on how to fix the bug will 
then show up, for free, on a public website. And as the size of the bug database grows, it eventually becomes an open 
admission, on Microsoft's part, that their OSes have just as many bugs as their competitors'. There is no shame in 
that; as I mentioned, Debian's bug database has logged 32,000 reports so far. But it puts Microsoft on an equal footing 
with the others and makes it a lot harder for their customers--who want to believe--to believe.





MEMENTO MORI





Once the Linux machine has finished spitting out its jargonic opening telegram, it prompts me to log in with a user 
name and a password. At this point the machine is still running the command line interface, with white letters on a 
black screen. There are no windows, menus, or buttons. It does not respond to the mouse; it doesn't even know that the 
mouse is there. It is still possible to run a lot of software at this point. Emacs, for example, exists in both a CLI 
and a GUI version (actually there are two GUI versions, reflecting some sort of doctrinal schism between Richard 
Stallman and some hackers who got fed up with him). The same is true of many other Unix programs. Many don't have a GUI 
at all, and many that do are capable of running from the command line.



Of course, since my computer only has one monitor screen, I can only see one command line, and so you might think that 
I could only interact with one program at a time. But if I hold down the Alt key and then hit the F2 function button at 
the top of my keyboard, I am presented with a fresh, blank, black screen with a login prompt at the top of it. I can 
log in here and start some other program, then hit Alt-F1 and go back to the first screen, which is still doing 
whatever it was when I left it. Or I can do Alt-F3 and log in to a third screen, or a fourth, or a fifth. On one of 
these screens I might be logged in as myself, on another as root (the system administrator), on yet another I might be 
logged on to some other computer over the Internet.



Each of these screens is called, in Unix-speak, a tty, which is an abbreviation for teletype. So when I use my Linux 
system in this way I am going right back to that small room at Ames High School where I first wrote code twenty-five 
years ago, except that a tty is quieter and faster than a teletype, and capable of running vastly superior software, 
such as emacs or the GNU development tools.



It is easy (easy by Unix, not Apple/Microsoft standards) to configure a Linux machine so that it will go directly into 
a GUI when you boot it up. This way, you never see a tty screen at all. I still have mine boot into the white-on-black 
teletype screen however, as a computational memento mori. It used to be fashionable for a writer to keep a human skull 
on his desk as a reminder that he was mortal, that all about him was vanity. The tty screen reminds me that the same 
thing is true of slick user interfaces.



The X Windows System, which is the GUI of Unix, has to be capable of running on hundreds of different video cards with 
different chipsets, amounts of onboard memory, and motherboard buses. Likewise, there are hundreds of different types 
of monitors on the new and used market, each with different specifications, and so there are probably upwards of a 
million different possible combinations of card and monitor. The only thing they all have in common is that they all 
work in VGA mode, which is the old command-line screen that you see for a few seconds when you launch Windows. So Linux 
always starts in VGA, with a teletype interface, because at first it has no idea what sort of hardware is attached to 
your computer. In order to get beyond the glass teletype and into the GUI, you have to tell Linux exactly what kinds of 
hardware you have. If you get it wrong, you'll get a blank screen at best, and at worst you might actually destroy your 
monitor by feeding it signals it can't handle.



When I started using Linux this had to be done by hand. I once spent the better part of a month trying to get an 
oddball monitor to work for me, and filled the better part of a composition book with increasingly desperate scrawled 
notes. Nowadays, most Linux distributions ship with a program that automatically scans the video card and 
self-configures the system, so getting X Windows up and running is nearly as easy as installing an Apple/Microsoft GUI. 
The crucial information goes into a file (an ASCII text file, naturally) called XF86Config, which is worth looking at 
even if your distribution creates it for you automatically. For most people it looks like meaningless cryptic 
incantations, which is the whole point of looking at it. An Apple/Microsoft system needs to have the same information 
in order to launch its GUI, but it's apt to be deeply hidden somewhere, and it's probably in a file that can't even be 
opened and read by a text editor. All of the important files that make Linux systems work are right out in the open. 
They are always ASCII text files, so you don't need special tools to read them. You can look at them any time you want, 
which is good, and you can mess them up and render your system totally dysfunctional, which is not so good.



At any rate, assuming that my XF86Config file is just so, I enter the command "startx" to launch the X Windows System. 
The screen blanks out for a minute, the monitor makes strange twitching noises, then reconstitutes itself as a blank 
gray desktop with a mouse cursor in the middle. At the same time it is launching a window manager. X Windows is pretty 
low-level software; it provides the infrastructure for a GUI, and it's a heavy industrial infrastructure. But it 
doesn't do windows. That's handled by another category of application that sits atop X Windows, called a window 
manager. Several of these are available, all free of course. The classic is twm (Tom's Window Manager) but there is a 
smaller and supposedly more efficient variant of it called fvwm, which is what I use. I have my eye on a completely 
different window manager called Enlightenment, which may be the hippest single technology product I have ever seen, in 
that (a) it is for Linux, (b) it is freeware, (c) it is being developed by a very small number of obsessed hackers, and 
(d) it looks amazingly cool; it is the sort of window manager that might show up in the backdrop of an Aliens movie.



Anyway, the window manager acts as an intermediary between X Windows and whatever software you want to use. It draws 
the window frames, menus, and so on, while the applications themselves draw the actual content in the windows. The 
applications might be of any sort: text editors, Web browsers, graphics packages, or utility programs, such as a clock 
or calculator. In other words, from this point on, you feel as if you have been shunted into a parallel universe that 
is quite similar to the familiar Apple or Microsoft one, but slightly and pervasively different. The premier graphics 
program under Apple/Microsoft is Adobe Photoshop, but under Linux it's something called The GIMP. Instead of the 
Microsoft Office Suite, you can buy something called ApplixWare. Many commercial software packages, such as 
Mathematica, Netscape Communicator, and Adobe Acrobat, are available in Linux versions, and depending on how you set up 
your window manager you can make them look and behave just as they would under MacOS or Windows.



But there is one type of window you'll see on Linux GUI that is rare or nonexistent under other OSes. These windows are 
called "xterm" and contain nothing but lines of text--this time, black text on a white background, though you can make 
them be different colors if you choose. Each xterm window is a separate command line interface--a tty in a window. So 
even when you are in full GUI mode, you can still talk to your Linux machine through a command-line interface.



There are many good pieces of Unix software that do not have GUIs at all. This might be because they were developed 
before X Windows was available, or because the people who wrote them did not want to suffer through all the hassle of 
creating a GUI, or because they simply do not need one. In any event, those programs can be invoked by typing their 
names into the command line of an xterm window. The whoami command, mentioned earlier, is a good example. There is 
another called wc ("word count") which simply returns the number of lines, words, and characters in a text file.



The ability to run these little utility programs on the command line is a great virtue of Unix, and one that is 
unlikely to be duplicated by pure GUI operating systems. The wc command, for example, is the sort of thing that is easy 
to write with a command line interface. It probably does not consist of more than a few lines of code, and a clever 
programmer could probably write it in a single line. In compiled form it takes up just a few bytes of disk space. But 
the code required to give the same program a graphical user interface would probably run into hundreds or even 
thousands of lines, depending on how fancy the programmer wanted to make it. Compiled into a runnable piece of 
software, it would have a large overhead of GUI code. It would be slow to launch and it would use up a lot of memory. 
This would simply not be worth the effort, and so "wc" would never be written as an independent program at all. Instead 
users would have to wait for a word count feature to appear in a commercial software package.



GUIs tend to impose a large overhead on every single piece of software, even the smallest, and this overhead completely 
changes the programming environment. Small utility programs are no longer worth writing. Their functions, instead, tend 
to get swallowed up into omnibus software packages. As GUIs get more complex, and impose more and more overhead, this 
tendency becomes more pervasive, and the software packages grow ever more colossal; after a point they begin to merge 
with each other, as Microsoft Word and Excel and PowerPoint have merged into Microsoft Office: a stupendous software 
Wal-Mart sitting on the edge of a town filled with tiny shops that are all boarded up.



It is an unfair analogy, because when a tiny shop gets boarded up it means that some small shopkeeper has lost his 
business. Of course nothing of the kind happens when "wc" becomes subsumed into one of Microsoft Word's countless menu 
items. The only real drawback is a loss of flexibility for the user, but it is a loss that most customers obviously do 
not notice or care about. The most serious drawback to the Wal-Mart approach is that most users only want or need a 
tiny fraction of what is contained in these giant software packages. The remainder is clutter, dead weight. And yet the 
user in the next cubicle over will have completely different opinions as to what is useful and what isn't.



The other important thing to mention, here, is that Microsoft has included a genuinely cool feature in the Office 
package: a Basic programming package. Basic is the first computer language that I learned, back when I was using the 
paper tape and the teletype. By using the version of Basic that comes with Office you can write your own little utility 
programs that know how to interact with all of the little doohickeys, gewgaws, bells, and whistles in Office. Basic is 
easier to use than the languages typically employed in Unix command-line programming, and Office has reached many, many 
more people than the GNU tools. And so it is quite possible that this feature of Office will, in the end, spawn more 
hacking than GNU.



But now I'm talking about application software, not operating systems. And as I've said, Microsoft's application 
software tends to be very good stuff. I don't use it very much, because I am nowhere near their target market. If 
Microsoft ever makes a software package that I use and like, then it really will be time to dump their stock, because I 
am a market segment of one.




GEEK FATIGUE




Over the years that I've been working with Linux I have filled three and a half notebooks logging my experiences. I 
only begin writing things down when I'm doing something complicated, like setting up X Windows or fooling around with 
my Internet connection, and so these notebooks contain only the record of my struggles and frustrations. When things 
are going well for me, I'll work along happily for many months without jotting down a single note. So these notebooks 
make for pretty bleak reading. Changing anything under Linux is a matter of opening up various of those little ASCII 
text files and changing a word here and a character there, in ways that are extremely significant to how the system 
operates.



Many of the files that control how Linux operates are nothing more than command lines that became so long and 
complicated that not even Linux hackers could type them correctly. When working with something as powerful as Linux, 
you can easily devote a full half-hour to engineering a single command line. For example, the "find" command, which 
searches your file system for files that match certain criteria, is fantastically powerful and general. Its "man" is 
eleven pages long, and these are pithy pages; you could easily expand them into a whole book. And if that is not 
complicated enough in and of itself, you can always pipe the output of one Unix command to the input of another, 
equally complicated one. The "pon" command, which is used to fire up a PPP connection to the Internet, requires so much 
detailed information that it is basically impossible to launch it entirely from the command line. Instead you abstract 
big chunks of its input into three or four different files. You need a dialing script, which is effectively a little 
program telling it how to dial the phone and respond to various events; an options file, which lists up to about sixty 
different options on how the PPP connection is to be set up; and a secrets file, giving information about your password.



Presumably there are godlike Unix hackers somewhere in the world who don't need to use these little scripts and options 
files as crutches, and who can simply pound out fantastically complex command lines without making typographical errors 
and without having to spend hours flipping through documentation. But I'm not one of them. Like almost all Linux users, 
I depend on having all of those details hidden away in thousands of little ASCII text files, which are in turn wedged 
into the recesses of the Unix filesystem. When I want to change something about the way my system works, I edit those 
files. I know that if I don't keep track of every little change I've made, I won't be able to get your system back in 
working order after I've gotten it all messed up. Keeping hand-written logs is tedious, not to mention kind of 
anachronistic. But it's necessary.



I probably could have saved myself a lot of headaches by doing business with a company called Cygnus Support, which 
exists to provide assistance to users of free software. But I didn't, because I wanted to see if I could do it myself. 
The answer turned out to be yes, but just barely. And there are many tweaks and optimizations that I could probably 
make in my system that I have never gotten around to attempting, partly because I get tired of being a Morlock some 
days, and partly because I am afraid of fouling up a system that generally works well.



Though Linux works for me and many other users, its sheer power and generality is its Achilles' heel. If you know what 
you are doing, you can buy a cheap PC from any computer store, throw away the Windows discs that come with it, turn it 
into a Linux system of mind-boggling complexity and power. You can hook it up to twelve other Linux boxes and make it 
into part of a parallel computer. You can configure it so that a hundred different people can be logged onto it at once 
over the Internet, via as many modem lines, Ethernet cards, TCP/IP sockets, and packet radio links. You can hang half a 
dozen different monitors off of it and play DOOM with someone in Australia while tracking communications satellites in 
orbit and controlling your house's lights and thermostats and streaming live video from your web-cam and surfing the 
Net and designing circuit boards on the other screens. But the sheer power and complexity of the system--the qualities 
that make it so vastly technically superior to other OSes--sometimes make it seem too formidable for routine day-to-day 
use.



Sometimes, in other words, I just want to go to Disneyland.



The ideal OS for me would be one that had a well-designed GUI that was easy to set up and use, but that included 
terminal windows where I could revert to the command line interface, and run GNU software, when it made sense. A few 
years ago, Be Inc. invented exactly that OS. It is called the BeOS.






ETRE





Many people in the computer business have had a difficult time grappling with Be, Incorporated, for the simple reason 
that nothing about it seems to make any sense whatsoever. It was launched in late 1990, which makes it roughly 
contemporary with Linux. From the beginning it has been devoted to creating a new operating system that is, by design, 
incompatible with all the others (though, as we shall see, it is compatible with Unix in some very important ways). If 
a definition of "celebrity" is someone who is famous for being famous, then Be is an anti-celebrity. It is famous for 
not being famous; it is famous for being doomed. But it has been doomed for an awfully long time.



Be's mission might make more sense to hackers than to other people. In order to explain why I need to explain the 
concept of cruft, which, to people who write code, is nearly as abhorrent as unnecessary repetition.



If you've been to San Francisco you may have seen older buildings that have undergone "seismic upgrades," which 
frequently means that grotesque superstructures of modern steelwork are erected around buildings made in, say, a 
Classical style. When new threats arrive--if we have an Ice Age, for example--additional layers of even more high-tech 
stuff may be constructed, in turn, around these, until the original building is like a holy relic in a cathedral--a 
shard of yellowed bone enshrined in half a ton of fancy protective junk.



Analogous measures can be taken to keep creaky old operating systems working. It happens all the time. Ditching an 
worn-out old OS ought to be simplified by the fact that, unlike old buildings, OSes have no aesthetic or cultural merit 
that makes them intrinsically worth saving. But it doesn't work that way in practice. If you work with a computer, you 
have probably customized your "desktop," the environment in which you sit down to work every day, and spent a lot of 
money on software that works in that environment, and devoted much time to familiarizing yourself with how it all 
works. This takes a lot of time, and time is money. As already mentioned, the desire to have one's interactions with 
complex technologies simplified through the interface, and to surround yourself with virtual tchotchkes and lawn 
ornaments, is natural and pervasive--presumably a reaction against the complexity and formidable abstraction of the 
computer world. Computers give us more choices than we really want. We prefer to make those choices once, or accept the 
defaults handed to us by software companies, and let sleeping dogs lie. But when an OS gets changed, all the dogs jump 
up and start barking.



The average computer user is a technological antiquarian who doesn't really like things to change. He or she is like an 
urban professional who has just bought a charming fixer-upper and is now moving the furniture and knicknacks around, 
and reorganizing the kitchen cupboards, so that everything's just right. If it is necessary for a bunch of engineers to 
scurry around in the basement shoring up the foundation so that it can support the new cast-iron claw-foot bathtub, and 
snaking new wires and pipes through the walls to supply modern appliances, why, so be it--engineers are cheap, at least 
when millions of OS users split the cost of their services.



Likewise, computer users want to have the latest Pentium in their machines, and to be able to surf the web, without 
messing up all the stuff that makes them feel as if they know what the hell is going on. Sometimes this is actually 
possible. Adding more RAM to your system is a good example of an upgrade that is not likely to screw anything up.



Alas, very few upgrades are this clean and simple. Lawrence Lessig, the whilom Special Master in the Justice 
Department's antitrust suit against Microsoft, complained that he had installed Internet Explorer on his computer, and 
in so doing, lost all of his bookmarks--his personal list of signposts that he used to navigate through the maze of the 
Internet. It was as if he'd bought a new set of tires for his car, and then, when pulling away from the garage, 
discovered that, owing to some inscrutable side-effect, every signpost and road map in the world had been destroyed. If 
he's like most of us, he had put a lot of work into compiling that list of bookmarks. This is only a small taste of the 
sort of trouble that upgrades can cause. Crappy old OSes have value in the basically negative sense that changing to 
new ones makes us wish we'd never been born.



All of the fixing and patching that engineers must do in order to give us the benefits of new technology without 
forcing us to think about it, or to change our ways, produces a lot of code that, over time, turns into a giant clot of 
bubble gum, spackle, baling wire and duct tape surrounding every operating system. In the jargon of hackers, it is 
called "cruft." An operating system that has many, many layers of it is described as "crufty." Hackers hate to do 
things twice, but when they see something crufty, their first impulse is to rip it out, throw it away, and start anew.



If Mark Twain were brought back to San Francisco today and dropped into one of these old seismically upgraded 
buildings, it would look just the same to him, with all the doors and windows in the same places--but if he stepped 
outside, he wouldn't recognize it. And--if he'd been brought back with his wits intact--he might question whether the 
building had been worth going to so much trouble to save. At some point, one must ask the question: is this really 
worth it, or should we maybe just tear it down and put up a good one? Should we throw another human wave of structural 
engineers at stabilizing the Leaning Tower of Pisa, or should we just let the damn thing fall over and build a tower 
that doesn't suck?



Like an upgrade to an old building, cruft always seems like a good idea when the first layers of it go on--just routine 
maintenance, sound prudent management. This is especially true if (as it were) you never look into the cellar, or 
behind the drywall. But if you are a hacker who spends all his time looking at it from that point of view, cruft is 
fundamentally disgusting, and you can't avoid wanting to go after it with a crowbar. Or, better yet, simply walk out of 
the building--let the Leaning Tower of Pisa fall over--and go make a new one THAT DOESN'T LEAN.



For a long time it was obvious to Apple, Microsoft, and their customers that the first generation of GUI operating 
systems was doomed, and that they would eventually need to be ditched and replaced with completely fresh ones. During 
the late Eighties and early Nineties, Apple launched a few abortive efforts to make fundamentally new post-Mac OSes 
such as Pink and Taligent. When those efforts failed they launched a new project called Copland which also failed. In 
1997 they flirted with the idea of acquiring Be, but instead they acquired Next, which has an OS called NextStep that 
is, in effect, a variant of Unix. As these efforts went on, and on, and on, and failed and failed and failed, Apple's 
engineers, who were among the best in the business, kept layering on the cruft. They were gamely trying to turn the 
little toaster into a multi-tasking, Internet-savvy machine, and did an amazingly good job of it for a while--sort of 
like a movie hero running across a jungle river by hopping across crocodiles' backs. But in the real world you 
eventually run out of crocodiles, or step on a really smart one.



Speaking of which, Microsoft tackled the same problem in a considerably more orderly way by creating a new OS called 
Windows NT, which is explicitly intended to be a direct competitor of Unix. NT stands for "New Technology" which might 
be read as an explicit rejection of cruft. And indeed, NT is reputed to be a lot less crufty than what MacOS eventually 
turned into; at one point the documentation needed to write code on the Mac filled something like 24 binders. Windows 
95 was, and Windows 98 is, crufty because they have to be backward-compatible with older Microsoft OSes. Linux deals 
with the cruft problem in the same way that Eskimos supposedly dealt with senior citizens: if you insist on using old 
versions of Linux software, you will sooner or later find yourself drifting through the Bering Straits on a dwindling 
ice floe. They can get away with this because most of the software is free, so it costs nothing to download up-to-date 
versions, and because most Linux users are Morlocks.



The great idea behind BeOS was to start from a clean sheet of paper and design an OS the right way. And that is exactly 
what they did. This was obviously a good idea from an aesthetic standpoint, but does not a sound business plan make. 
Some people I know in the GNU/Linux world are annoyed with Be for going off on this quixotic adventure when their 
formidable skills could have been put to work helping to promulgate Linux.



Indeed, none of it makes sense until you remember that the founder of the company, Jean-Louis Gassee, is from France--a 
country that for many years maintained its own separate and independent version of the English monarchy at a court in 
St. Germaines, complete with courtiers, coronation ceremonies, a state religion and a foreign policy. Now, the same 
annoying yet admirable stiff-neckedness that gave us the Jacobites, the force de frappe, Airbus, and ARRET signs in 
Quebec, has brought us a really cool operating system. I fart in your general direction, Anglo-Saxon pig-dogs!



To create an entirely new OS from scratch, just because none of the existing ones was exactly right, struck me as an 
act of such colossal nerve that I felt compelled to support it. I bought a BeBox as soon as I could. The BeBox was a 
dual-processor machine, powered by Motorola chips, made specifically to run the BeOS; it could not run any other 
operating system. That's why I bought it. I felt it was a way to burn my bridges. Its most distinctive feature is two 
columns of LEDs on the front panel that zip up and down like tachometers to convey a sense of how hard each processor 
is working. I thought it looked cool, and besides, I reckoned that when the company went out of business in a few 
months, my BeBox would be a valuable collector's item.



Now it is about two years later and I am typing this on my BeBox. The LEDs (Das Blinkenlights, as they are called in 
the Be community) flash merrily next to my right elbow as I hit the keys. Be, Inc. is still in business, though they 
stopped making BeBoxes almost immediately after I bought mine. They made the sad, but probably quite wise decision that 
hardware was a sucker's game, and ported the BeOS to Macintoshes and Mac clones. Since these used the same sort of 
Motorola chips that powered the BeBox, this wasn't especially hard.



Very soon afterwards, Apple strangled the Mac-clone makers and restored its hardware monopoly. So, for a while, the 
only new machines that could run BeOS were made by Apple.



By this point Be, like Spiderman with his Spider-sense, had developed a keen sense of when they were about to get 
crushed like a bug. Even if they hadn't, the notion of being dependent on Apple--so frail and yet so vicious--for their 
continued existence should have put a fright into anyone. Now engaged in their own crocodile-hopping adventure, they 
ported the BeOS to Intel chips--the same chips used in Windows machines. And not a moment too soon, for when Apple came 
out with its new top-of-the-line hardware, based on the Motorola G3 chip, they withheld the technical data that Be's 
engineers would need to make the BeOS run on those machines. This would have killed Be, just like a slug between the 
eyes, if they hadn't made the jump to Intel.



So now BeOS runs on an assortment of hardware that is almost incredibly motley: BeBoxes, aging Macs and Mac 
orphan-clones, and Intel machines that are intended to be used for Windows. Of course the latter type are ubiquitous 
and shockingly cheap nowadays, so it would appear that Be's hardware troubles are finally over. Some German hackers 
have even come up with a Das Blinkenlights replacement: it's a circuit board kit that you can plug into PC-compatible 
machines running BeOS. It gives you the zooming LED tachometers that were such a popular feature of the BeBox.



My BeBox is already showing its age, as all computers do after a couple of years, and sooner or later I'll probably 
have to replace it with an Intel machine. Even after that, though, I will still be able to use it. Because, inevitably, 
someone has now ported Linux to the BeBox.



At any rate, BeOS has an extremely well-thought-out GUI built on a technological framework that is solid. It is based 
from the ground up on modern object-oriented software principles. BeOS software consists of quasi-independent software 
entities called objects, which communicate by sending messages to each other. The OS itself is made up of such objects, 
and serves as a kind of post office or Internet that routes messages to and fro, from object to object. The OS is 
multi-threaded, which means that like all other modern OSes it can walk and chew gum at the same time; but it gives 
programmers a lot of power over spawning and terminating threads, or independent sub-processes. It is also a 
multi-processing OS, which means that it is inherently good at running on computers that have more than one CPU (Linux 
and Windows NT can also do this proficiently).



For this user, a big selling point of BeOS is the built-in Terminal application, which enables you to open up windows 
that are equivalent to the xterm windows in Linux. In other words, the command line interface is available if you want 
it. And because BeOS hews to a certain standard called POSIX, it is capable of running most of the GNU software. That 
is to say that the vast array of command-line software developed by the GNU crowd will work in BeOS terminal windows 
without complaint. This includes the GNU development tools-the compiler and linker. And it includes all of the handy 
little utility programs. I'm writing this using a modern sort of user-friendly text editor called Pe, written by a 
Dutchman named Maarten Hekkelman, but when I want to find out how long it is, I jump to a terminal window and run "wc."



As is suggested by the sample bug report I quoted earlier, people who work for Be, and developers who write code for 
BeOS, seem to be enjoying themselves more than their counterparts in other OSes. They also seem to be a more diverse 
lot in general. A couple of years ago I went to an auditorium at a local university to see some representatives of Be 
put on a dog-and-pony show. I went because I assumed that the place would be empty and echoing, and I felt that they 
deserved an audience of at least one. In fact, I ended up standing in an aisle, for hundreds of students had packed the 
place. It was like a rock concert. One of the two Be engineers on the stage was a black man, which unfortunately is a 
very odd thing in the high-tech world. The other made a ringing denunciation of cruft, and extolled BeOS for its 
cruft-free qualities, and actually came out and said that in ten or fifteen years, when BeOS had become all crufty like 
MacOS and Windows 95, it would be time to simply throw it away and create a new OS from scratch. I doubt that this is 
an official Be, Inc. policy, but it sure made a big impression on everyone in the room! During the late Eighties, the 
MacOS was, for a time, the OS of cool people-artists and creative-minded hackers-and BeOS seems to have the potential 
to attract the same crowd now. Be mailing lists are crowded with hackers with names like Vladimir and Olaf and Pierre, 
sending flames to each other in fractured techno-English.



The only real question about BeOS is whether or not it is doomed.



Of late, Be has responded to the tiresome accusation that they are doomed with the assertion that BeOS is "a media 
operating system" made for media content creators, and hence is not really in competition with Windows at all. This is 
a little bit disingenuous. To go back to the car dealership analogy, it is like the Batmobile dealer claiming that he 
is not really in competition with the others because his car can go three times as fast as theirs and is also capable 
of flying.



Be has an office in Paris, and, as mentioned, the conversation on Be mailing lists has a strongly European flavor. At 
the same time they have made strenuous efforts to find a niche in Japan, and Hitachi has recently begun bundling BeOS 
with their PCs. So if I had to make wild guess I'd say that they are playing Go while Microsoft is playing chess. They 
are staying clear, for now, of Microsoft's overwhelmingly strong position in North America. They are trying to get 
themselves established around the edges of the board, as it were, in Europe and Japan, where people may be more open to 
alternative OSes, or at least more hostile to Microsoft, than they are in the United States.



What holds Be back in this country is that the smart people are afraid to look like suckers. You run the risk of 
looking naive when you say "I've tried the BeOS and here's what I think of it." It seems much more sophisticated to say 
"Be's chances of carving out a new niche in the highly competitive OS market are close to nil."



It is, in techno-speak, a problem of mindshare. And in the OS business, mindshare is more than just a PR issue; it has 
direct effects on the technology itself. All of the peripheral gizmos that can be hung off of a personal computer--the 
printers, scanners, PalmPilot interfaces, and Lego Mindstorms--require pieces of software called drivers. Likewise, 
video cards and (to a lesser extent) monitors need drivers. Even the different types of motherboards on the market 
relate to the OS in different ways, and separate code is required for each one. All of this hardware-specific code must 
not only written but also tested, debugged, upgraded, maintained, and supported. Because the hardware market has become 
so vast and complicated, what really determines an OS's fate is not how good the OS is technically, or how much it 
costs, but rather the availability of hardware-specific code. Linux hackers have to write that code themselves, and 
they have done an amazingly good job of keeping up to speed. Be, Inc. has to write all their own drivers, though as 
BeOS has begun gathering momentum, third-party developers have begun to contribute drivers, which are available on Be's 
web site.



But Microsoft owns the high ground at the moment, because it doesn't have to write its own drivers. Any hardware maker 
bringing a new video card or peripheral device to market today knows that it will be unsalable unless it comes with the 
hardware-specific code that will make it work under Windows, and so each hardware maker has accepted the burden of 
creating and maintaining its own library of drivers.




MINDSHARE





The U.S. Government's assertion that Microsoft has a monopoly in the OS market might be the most patently absurd claim 
ever advanced by the legal mind. Linux, a technically superior operating system, is being given away for free, and BeOS 
is available at a nominal price. This is simply a fact, which has to be accepted whether or not you like Microsoft.



Microsoft is really big and rich, and if some of the government's witnesses are to be believed, they are not nice guys. 
But the accusation of a monopoly simply does not make any sense.



What is really going on is that Microsoft has seized, for the time being, a certain type of high ground: they dominate 
in the competition for mindshare, and so any hardware or software maker who wants to be taken seriously feels compelled 
to make a product that is compatible with their operating systems. Since Windows-compatible drivers get written by the 
hardware makers, Microsoft doesn't have to write them; in effect, the hardware makers are adding new components to 
Windows, making it a more capable OS, without charging Microsoft for the service. It is a very good position to be in. 
The only way to fight such an opponent is to have an army of highly competetent coders who write equivalent drivers for 
free, which Linux does.



But possession of this psychological high ground is different from a monopoly in any normal sense of that word, because 
here the dominance has nothing to do with technical performance or price. The old robber-baron monopolies were 
monopolies because they physically controlled means of production and/or distribution. But in the software business, 
the means of production is hackers typing code, and the means of distribution is the Internet, and no one is claiming 
that Microsoft controls those.



Here, instead, the dominance is inside the minds of people who buy software. Microsoft has power because people believe 
it does. This power is very real. It makes lots of money. Judging from recent legal proceedings in both Washingtons, it 
would appear that this power and this money have inspired some very peculiar executives to come out and work for 
Microsoft, and that Bill Gates should have administered saliva tests to some of them before issuing them Microsoft ID 
cards.



But this is not the sort of power that fits any normal definition of the word "monopoly," and it's not amenable to a 
legal fix. The courts may order Microsoft to do things differently. They might even split the company up. But they 
can't really do anything about a mindshare monopoly, short of taking every man, woman, and child in the developed world 
and subjecting them to a lengthy brainwashing procedure.



Mindshare dominance is, in other words, a really odd sort of beast, something that the framers of our antitrust laws 
couldn't possibly have imagined. It looks like one of these modern, wacky chaos-theory phenomena, a complexity thing, 
in which a whole lot of independent but connected entities (the world's computer users), making decisions on their own, 
according to a few simple rules of thumb, generate a large phenomenon (total domination of the market by one company) 
that cannot be made sense of through any kind of rational analysis. Such phenomena are fraught with concealed 
tipping-points and all a-tangle with bizarre feedback loops, and cannot be understood; people who try, end up (a) going 
crazy, (b) giving up, (c) forming crackpot theories, or (d) becoming high-paid chaos theory consultants.



Now, there might be one or two people at Microsoft who are dense enough to believe that mindshare dominance is some 
kind of stable and enduring position. Maybe that even accounts for some of the weirdos they've hired in the 
pure-business end of the operation, the zealots who keep getting hauled into court by enraged judges. But most of them 
must have the wit to understand that phenomena like these are maddeningly unstable, and that there's no telling what 
weird, seemingly inconsequential event might cause the system to shift into a radically different configuration.



To put it another way, Microsoft can be confident that Thomas Penfield Jackson will not hand down an order that the 
brains of everyone in the developed world are to be summarily re-programmed. But there's no way to predict when people 
will decide, en masse, to re-program their own brains. This might explain some of Microsoft's behavior, such as their 
policy of keeping eerily large reserves of cash sitting around, and the extreme anxiety that they display whenever 
something like Java comes along.



I have never seen the inside of the building at Microsoft where the top executives hang out, but I have this fantasy 
that in the hallways, at regular intervals, big red alarm boxes are bolted to the wall. Each contains a large red 
button protected by a windowpane. A metal hammer dangles on a chain next to it. Above is a big sign reading: IN THE 
EVENT OF A CRASH IN MARKET SHARE, BREAK GLASS.



What happens when someone shatters the glass and hits the button, I don't know, but it sure would be interesting to 
find out. One imagines banks collapsing all over the world as Microsoft withdraws its cash reserves, and shrink-wrapped 
pallet-loads of hundred-dollar bills dropping from the skies. No doubt, Microsoft has a plan. But what I would really 
like to know is whether, at some level, their programmers might heave a big sigh of relief if the burden of writing the 
One Universal Interface to Everything were suddenly lifted from their shoulders.





THE RIGHT PINKY OF GOD





In his book The Life of the Cosmos, which everyone should read, Lee Smolin gives the best description I've ever read of 
how our universe emerged from an uncannily precise balancing of different fundamental constants. The mass of the 
proton, the strength of gravity, the range of the weak nuclear force, and a few dozen other fundamental constants 
completely determine what sort of universe will emerge from a Big Bang. If these values had been even slightly 
different, the universe would have been a vast ocean of tepid gas or a hot knot of plasma or some other basically 
uninteresting thing--a dud, in other words. The only way to get a universe that's not a dud--that has stars, heavy 
elements, planets, and life--is to get the basic numbers just right. If there were some machine, somewhere, that could 
spit out universes with randomly chosen values for their fundamental constants, then for every universe like ours it 
would produce 10^229 duds.



Though I haven't sat down and run the numbers on it, to me this seems comparable to the probability of making a Unix 
computer do something useful by logging into a tty and typing in command lines when you have forgotten all of the 
little options and keywords. Every time your right pinky slams that ENTER key, you are making another try. In some 
cases the operating system does nothing. In other cases it wipes out all of your files. In most cases it just gives you 
an error message. In other words, you get many duds. But sometimes, if you have it all just right, the computer grinds 
away for a while and then produces something like emacs. It actually generates complexity, which is Smolin's criterion 
for interestingness.



Not only that, but it's beginning to look as if, once you get below a certain size--way below the level of quarks, down 
into the realm of string theory--the universe can't be described very well by physics as it has been practiced since 
the days of Newton. If you look at a small enough scale, you see processes that look almost computational in nature.



I think that the message is very clear here: somewhere outside of and beyond our universe is an operating system, coded 
up over incalculable spans of time by some kind of hacker-demiurge. The cosmic operating system uses a command-line 
interface. It runs on something like a teletype, with lots of noise and heat; punched-out bits flutter down into its 
hopper like drifting stars. The demiurge sits at his teletype, pounding out one command line after another, specifying 
the values of fundamental constants of physics:



universe -G 6.672e-11 -e 1.602e-19 -h 6.626e-34 -protonmass 1.673e-27....



and when he's finished typing out the command line, his right pinky hesitates above the ENTER key for an aeon or two, 
wondering what's going to happen; then down it comes--and the WHACK you hear is another Big Bang.



Now THAT is a cool operating system, and if such a thing were actually made available on the Internet (for free, of 
course) every hacker in the world would download it right away and then stay up all night long messing with it, 
spitting out universes right and left. Most of them would be pretty dull universes but some of them would be simply 
amazing. Because what those hackers would be aiming for would be much more ambitious than a universe that had a few 
stars and galaxies in it. Any run-of-the-mill hacker would be able to do that. No, the way to gain a towering 
reputation on the Internet would be to get so good at tweaking your command line that your universes would 
spontaneously develop life. And once the way to do that became common knowledge, those hackers would move on, trying to 
make their universes develop the right kind of life, trying to find the one change in the Nth decimal place of some 
physical constant that would give us an Earth in which, say, Hitler had been accepted into art school after all, and 
had ended up his days as a street artist with cranky political opinions.



Even if that fantasy came true, though, most users (including myself, on certain days) wouldn't want to bother learning 
to use all of those arcane commands, and struggling with all of the failures; a few dud universes can really clutter up 
your basement. After we'd spent a while pounding out command lines and hitting that ENTER key and spawning dull, failed 
universes, we would start to long for an OS that would go all the way to the opposite extreme: an OS that had the power 
to do everything--to live our life for us. In this OS, all of the possible decisions we could ever want to make would 
have been anticipated by clever programmers, and condensed into a series of dialog boxes. By clicking on radio buttons 
we could choose from among mutually exclusive choices (HETEROSEXUAL/HOMOSEXUAL). Columns of check boxes would enable us 
to select the things that we wanted in our life (GET MARRIED/WRITE GREAT AMERICAN NOVEL) and for more complicated 
options we could fill in little text boxes (NUMBER OF DAUGHTERS: NUMBER OF SONS:).



Even this user interface would begin to look awfully complicated after a while, with so many choices, and so many 
hidden interactions between choices. It could become damn near unmanageable--the blinking twelve problem all over 
again. The people who brought us this operating system would have to provide templates and wizards, giving us a few 
default lives that we could use as starting places for designing our own. Chances are that these default lives would 
actually look pretty damn good to most people, good enough, anyway, that they'd be reluctant to tear them open and mess 
around with them for fear of making them worse. So after a few releases the software would begin to look even simpler: 
you would boot it up and it would present you with a dialog box with a single large button in the middle labeled: LIVE. 
Once you had clicked that button, your life would begin. If anything got out of whack, or failed to meet your 
expectations, you could complain about it to Microsoft's Customer Support Department. If you got a flack on the line, 
he or she would tell you that your life was actually fine, that there was not a thing wrong with it, and in any event 
it would be a lot better after the next upgrade was rolled out. But if you persisted, and identified yourself as 
Advanced, you might get through to an actual engineer.



What would the engineer say, after you had explained your problem, and enumerated all of the dissatisfactions in your 
life? He would probably tell you that life is a very hard and complicated thing; that no interface can change that; 
that anyone who believes otherwise is a sucker; and that if you don't like having choices made for you, you should 
start making your own. 





-----------------------------------------------------------------------------





Naming Names: Your Real Government

When dark deeds unfold, point the finger in this direction. 

by Tony Cartalucci

This is your real government; they transcend elected administrations, they
permeate every political party, and they are responsible for nearly every aspect
of the average American and European's way of life. When the "left" is carrying
the torch for two "Neo-Con" wars, starting yet another based on the same lies,
peddled by the same media outlets that told of Iraqi WMD's, the world has no
choice, beyond profound cognitive dissonance, but to realize something is wrong.
What's wrong is a system completely controlled by a corporate-financier
oligarchy with financial, media, and industrial empires that span the globe. If
we do not change the fact that we are helplessly dependent on these corporations
that regulate every aspect of our nation politically, and every aspect of our
lives personally, nothing else will ever change. The following list, however
extensive, is by far not all-inclusive. However after these examples, a pattern
should become self-evident with the same names and corporations being listed
again and again. It should be self-evident to readers of how dangerously
pervasive these corporations have become in our daily lives. Finally, it should
be self-evident as to how necessary it is to excise these corporations from our
lives, our communities, and ultimately our nations, with the utmost expediency.



International Crisis Group

www.crisisgroup.org

Background: While the International Crisis Group (ICG) claims to be "committed
to preventing and resolving deadly conflict," the reality is that they are
committed to offering solutions crafted well in advance to problems they
themselves have created in order to perpetuate their own corporate agenda.
Nowhere can this be better illustrated than in Thailand and more recently in
Egypt. ICG member Kenneth Adelman had been backing Thailand's Prime Minster
Thaksin Shinwatra, a former Carlyle Group adviser who was was literally standing
in front of the CFR in NYC on the eve of his ousting from power in a 2006
military coup. Since 2006, Thaksin's meddling in Thailand has been propped up by
fellow Carlyle man James Baker and his Baker Botts law firm, Belfer Center
adviser Robert Blackwill of Barbour Griffith & Rogers, and now Robert
Amsterdam's Amsterdam & Peroff, a major corporate member of the globalist
Chatham House. With Thailand now mired in political turmoil led by Thaksin
Shinwatra and his "red shirt" color revolution, the ICG is ready with
"solutions" in hand. These solutions generally involve tying the Thai
government's hands with arguments that stopping Thaksin's subversive activities
amounts to human rights abuses, in hopes of allowing the globalist-backed
revolution to swell beyond control. The unrest in Egypt, of course, was led
entirely by ICG member Mohamed ElBaradei and his US State Department recruited,
funded, and supported April 6 Youth Movement coordinated by Google's Wael
Ghonim. While the unrest was portrayed as being spontaneous, fueled by the
earlier Tunisian uprising, ICG's ElBaradei, Ghonim, and their youth movement had
been in Egypt since 2010 assembling their "National Front for Change" and laying
the groundwork for the January 25th 2011 uprising. ICG's George Soros would then
go on to fund Egyptian NGOs working to rewrite the Egyptian constitution after
front-man ElBaradei succeeded in removing Hosni Mubarak. This Soros-funded
constitution and the resulting servile stooge government it would create
represents the ICG "resolving" the crisis their own ElBaradei helped create.

Notable ICG Board Members:

George Soros 
Kenneth Adelman 
Samuel Berger 
Wesley Clark 
Mohamed ElBaradei 
Carla Hills 

Notable ICG Advisers: 
Richard Armitage 
Zbigniew Brzezinski 
Stanley Fischer
Shimon Peres
Surin Pitsuwan 
Fidel V. Ramos 

Notable ICG Foundation & Corporate Supporters: 
Carnegie Corporation of New York 
Hunt Alternatives Fund 
Open Society Institute 
Rockefeller Brothers Fund 
Morgan Stanley 
Deutsche Bank Group 
Soros Fund Management 
LLC McKinsey & Company 
Chevron 
Shell





Brookings Institution www.brookings.edu

Background: Within the library of the Brookings Institution you will find the
blueprints for nearly every conflict the West has been involved with in recent
memory. What's more is that while the public seems to think these crises spring
up like wildfires, those following the Brookings' corporate funded studies and
publications see these crises coming years in advance. These are premeditated,
meticulously planned conflicts that are triggered to usher in premeditated,
meticulously planned solutions to advance Brookings' corporate supporters, who
are numerous. The ongoing operations against Iran, including US-backed color
revolutions, US-trained and backed terrorists inside Iran, and crippling
sanctions were all spelled out in excruciating detail in the Brookings
Institution report, "Which Path to Persia?" The more recent UN Security Council
resolution 1973 regarding Libya uncannily resembles Kenneth Pollack's March 9,
2011 Brookings report titled "The Real Military Options in Libya."

Notable Brookings Board Members:

Dominic Barton: McKinsey & Company, Inc. 
Alan R. Batkin: Eton Park Capital Management 
Richard C. Blum: Blum Capital Partners, LP 
Abby Joseph Cohen: Goldman, Sachs & Co. 
Suzanne Nora Johnson: Goldman Sachs Group, Inc. 
Richard A. Kimball Jr.: Goldman, Sachs & Co. 
Tracy R. Wolstencroft: Goldman, Sachs & Co.
Paul Desmarais Jr.: Power Corporation of Canada 
Kenneth M. Duberstein: The Duberstein Group, Inc. 
Benjamin R. Jacobs: The JBG Companies 
Nemir Kirdar: Investcorp 
Klaus Kleinfeld: Alcoa, Inc. 
Philip H. Knight: Nike, Inc. 
David M. Rubenstein: Co-Founder of The Carlyle Group 
Sheryl K. Sandberg: Facebook 
Larry D. Thompson: PepsiCo, Inc. 
Michael L. Tipsord: State Farm Insurance Companies
Andrew H. Tisch: Loews Corporation 

Some Brookings Experts: (click on names to see a list of recent writings.) 
Kenneth Pollack 
Daniel L. Byman 
Martin Indyk
Suzanne Maloney 
Michael E. O'Hanlon 
Bruce Riedel 
Shadi Hamid 

Notable Brookings Foundation and Corporate Support: Foundations & Governments 
Ford Foundation 
Bill & Melinda Gates Foundation 
The Rockefeller Foundation 
Government of the United Arab Emirates 
Carnegie Corporation of New York 
Rockefeller Brothers Fund 
Banking & Finance 
Bank of America 
Citi 
Goldman Sachs 
H&R Block 
Kohlberg Kravis Roberts & Co. 
Jacob Rothschild 
Nathaniel Rothschild 
Standard Chartered Bank Temasek Holdings 
Limited Visa Inc. 
Big Oil 
Exxon Mobil Corporation 
Chevron 
Shell Oil Company 
Military Industrial Complex & Industry 
Daimler 
General Dynamics Corporation 
Lockheed Martin Corporation 
Northrop Grumman Corporation 
Siemens Corporation 
The Boeing Company 
General Electric Company 
Westinghouse Electric Corporation 
Raytheon Co. 
Hitachi, Ltd. 
Toyota 
Telecommunications & Technology
AT&T 
Google Corporation 
Hewlett-Packard 
Microsoft Corporation 
Panasonic Corporation 
Verizon Communications 
Xerox Corporation 
Skype
Media & Perception Management 
McKinsey & Company, Inc. 
News Corporation (Fox News) 
Consumer Goods & Pharmaceutical 
GlaxoSmithKline 
Target 
PepsiCo, Inc. 
The Coca-Cola Company





Council on Foreign Relations

www.cfr.org

Background & Notable Membership: A better question would be, who isn't in the
Council on Foreign Relations? Nearly every self-serving career politician, their
advisers, and those populating the boards of the Fortune 500 are CFR members.
Many of the books, magazine articles, and newspaper columns we read are written
by CFR members, along with reports, similar to Brookings Institution that
dictate, verbatim, the legislation that ends up before the West's lawmakers. A
good sampling of the most active wings of the CFR can be illustrated best in
last year's "Ground Zero Mosque" hoax, where CFR members from both America's
political right and left feigned a heated debate over New York City's so-called
Cordoba House near the 3 felled World Trade Center buildings. In reality, the
Cordoba House was established by fellow CFR member Feisal Abdul Rauf, who in
turn was funded by CFR financing arms including the Carnegie Corporation of New
York, chaired by 9/11 Commission head Thomas Kean, and various Rockefeller
foundations.

Notable CFR Corporate Support:

Banking & Finance 
Bank of America 
Merrill Lynch 
Goldman Sachs Group, Inc.
JPMorgan 
Chase & Co 
American Express 
Barclays Capital 
Citi 
Morgan Stanley
Blackstone Group L.P. 
Deutsche Bank AG 
New York Life International, Inc.
Prudential Financial 
Standard & Poor's 
Rothschild North America, Inc. 
Visa Inc.
Soros Fund Management 
Standard Chartered Bank 
Bank of New York 
Mellon Corporation 
Veritas Capital LLC 
Kohlberg Kravis Roberts & Co. 
Moody's Investors Service 
Big Oil 
Chevron Corporation 
Exxon Mobil Corporation 
BP p.l.c. 
Shell Oil Company 
Hess Corporation 
ConocoPhillips Company 
TOTAL S.A. 
Marathon Oil Company
Aramco Services Company 
Military Industrial Complex & Industry 
Lockheed Martin Corporation 
Airbus Americas, Inc. 
Boeing Company, 
DynCorp International 
General Electric Company 
Northrop Grumman 
Raytheon Company 
Hitachi, Ltd. 
Caterpillar
BASF Corporation 
Alcoa, Inc. 
Public Relations, Lobbyists & Legal Firms 
McKinsey & Company, Inc. 
Omnicom Group Inc. 
BGR Group 
Corporate Media & Publishing
Bloomberg 
Economist 
Intelligence Unit News Corporation (Fox News) 
Thomson Reuters 
Time Warner Inc. 
McGraw-Hill Companies 
Consumer Goods 
Walmart 
Nike, Inc.
Coca-Cola Company 
PepsiCo, Inc. 
HP 
Toyota Motor North America, Inc. 
Volkswagen Group of America, Inc. 
De Beers 
Telecommunications & Technology 
AT&T 
Google,Inc. 
IBM Corporation 
Microsoft Corporation 
Sony Corporation of America 
Xerox Corporation 
Verizon Communications 
Pharmaceutical Industry 
GlaxoSmithKline 
Merck & Co., Inc. 
Pfizer Inc.



The Chatham House

www.chathamhouse.org.uk

Background & Membership: The UK's Chatham House, like the CFR and the Brookings
Institution in America, has an extensive membership and is involved in
coordinated planning, perception management, and the execution of its corporate
membership's collective agenda. Individual members populating its "senior panel
of advisers" consist of the founders, CEOs, and chairmen of the Chatham House's
corporate membership. Chatham's "experts" are generally plucked from the world
of academia and their "recent publications" are generally used internally as
well as published throughout Chatham's extensive list of member media
corporations, as well as industry journals and medical journals. That Chatham
House "experts" are submitting entries to medical journals is particularly
alarming considering GlaxoSmithKline and Merck are both Chatham House corporate
members. No better example of this incredible conflict of interest can be given
than the current Thai "red" color revolution being led by Chatham House's
Amsterdam & Peroff with consistent support lent by other corporate members
including the Economist, the Telegraph and the BBC. In one case, the Telegraph
printed, "Thai protests - analysis by Dr Gareth Price and Rosheen Kabraji,"
within which Price and Kabraji make a shameless attempt at defending the
Western-backed, Maoist themed, violent protests. While the Telegraph mentioned
that Price and Kabraji were both analysts for the Chatham House, they failed to
tell readers that the Telegraph itself retains a corporate membership within the
Chatham House as does the Thai protest leader's lobbyist, Robert Amsterdam and
his Amsterdam & Peroff lobbying firm.

Notable Chatham House Major Corporate Members:

Amsterdam & Peroff 
BBC 
Bloomberg 
Coca-Cola 
Great Britain 
Economist
GlaxoSmithKline 
Goldman Sachs International 
HSBC Holdings plc 
Lockheed Martin 
UK
Merck & Co Inc 
Mitsubishi Corporation 
Morgan Stanley 
Royal Bank of Scotland
Saudi Petroleum Overseas Ltd 
Standard Bank London Limited 
Standard Chartered Bank 
Tesco 
Thomson Reuter 
United States of America 
Embassy Vodafone Group
Notable Chatham House Standard Corporate Members: 
Amnesty International 
BASF
Boeing 
UK 
CBS News 
Daily Mail and General Trust plc 
De Beers 
Group Services 
UK Ltd 
G3 
Good Governance Group 
Google 
Guardian 
Hess Ltd 
Lloyd's of London
McGraw-Hill Companies 
Prudential plc 
Telegraph Media Group 
Times Newspapers Ltd
World Bank Group 
Notable Chatham House Corporate Partners: 
British Petroleum
Chevron Ltd 
Deutsche Bank 
Exxon Mobil Corporation 
Royal Dutch Shell Statoil
Toshiba Corporation 
Total Holdings UK Ltd 
Unilever plc



Conclusion

These organizations represent the collective interests of the largest
corporations on earth. They not only retain armies of policy wonks and
researchers to articulate their agenda and form a consensus internally, but also
use their massive accumulation of unwarranted influence in media, industry, and
finance to manufacture a self-serving consensus internationally. To believe that
this corporate-financier oligarchy would subject their agenda and fate to the
whims of the voting masses is naive at best. They have painstakingly ensured
that no matter who gets into office, in whatever country, the guns, the oil, the
wealth and the power keep flowing perpetually into their own hands. Nothing
vindicates this poorly hidden reality better than a "liberal" Nobel Peace Prize
wearing president, dutifully towing forward a myriad of "Neo-Con" wars, while
starting yet another war in Libya. Likewise, no matter how bloody your
revolution is, if the above equation remains unchanged, and the corporate bottom
lines left unscathed, nothing but the most superficial changes will have been
made, and as is the case in Egypt with International Crisis Group stooge Mohamed
ElBaradei worming his way into power, things may become substantially worse. The
real revolution will commence when we identify the above equation as the true
brokers of power and when we begin systematically removing our dependence on
them, and their influence on us from our daily lives. The global
corporate-financier oligarchy needs us, we do not need them, independence from
them is the key to our freedom. 

For more information on alternative economics, getting self-sufficient and 
moving on without the parasitic, incompetent, globalist oligarchs:

The Lost Key to Real Revolution

Boycott the Globalists

Alternative Economics

Self-Sufficiency
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A Matter of Principle: The True Aims of the Terror War

Chris Floyd Published: 10 June 2014



The moral insanity of the Terror War continues to spawn more violence, more
extremism, more repression, more injustice, and the total subversion of the
"Western values," all of which it is ostensibly designed to defend. A new piece
by Patrick Cockburn in the Independent provides a grimly illuminating look at
this insanity in action on a specific front: Syria. It's worth reading in full,
but here is an excerpt:

The Syrian war has turned into a Syrian version of the Thirty Years War in
Germany four centuries ago. Too many conflicts and too many players have become
involved for any peace terms to be acceptable to all.. ... It has become
increasingly obvious over the past year that al-Qa'ida type movements, notably
Isis, Jabhat al-Nusra and Ahrar al-Sham, have come to dominate or can operate
freely in a great swathe of territory across northern Iraq and northern Syria.
This gives Isis a vast hinterland in which it can manoeuvre and fight on both
sides of what is a largely nominal Syrian-Iraqi border. ... Europeans have not
yet woken up to the significance of these anarchic zones opening up on the
shores of the Mediterranean in Syria and Libya. This is because the threat has
been largely abstract but it is getting less so with the attack on the Jewish
Museum in Brussels by a French jihadi who had been in Syria. US and European
politicians do not want to explain why, 13 years after 9/11, when the "war on
terror" was supposedly launched, thousands of al-Qa'ida militants have been
able to carve out enclaves so close to Europe.

US and European politicians won't explain it because any honest explanation
would expose the emptiness at the core of all their proffered reasons for the
Terror War. They can't explain it because the Terror War system -- including the
increasing militarization and repression in their own countries -- has now
become organizing principle of Western society. Or rather, it is the latest
incarnation of what has been the guiding principle of Western society since
World War II: organizing society and the economy around war, either active war
or the ever-present "threat" of war (assiduously exaggerated -- or even
manufactured -- at every turn). For government and big business, the immense
power and profit and control they inevitably accrued from conducting total war
on a global basis was far too enticing to give up once the war was over. The
full mobilization of society's resources for war simply carried on; indeed, was
expanded and amplified. However, the war also had a life-transforming impact on
many of its survivors. The savagery and loss -- and the class-effacing
comradeship -- they had experienced during the war imbued millions of people
with a burning desire to change society for the better, to do away with the
poverty and injustices of the past, and build a better, more decent, more
peaceful world. This spirit is evoked with remarkable power in a new book,
Harry's Last Stand, by Harry Leslie Smith, a 91-year-old WII veteran enraged to
see the neoliberal extremists that have held sway in the US and Britain for more
than 30 years sweeping away the progress toward a more just society that his
generation tried to build on the ruins of the war. (Some of Smith's writing can
be found here and here.) The power structure was forced to deal with these
aspirations. And, yes, some among the commanding heights shared these sentiments
as well, to varying degrees. Thus for a a brief period -- scarcely more than two
generations -- there was an attempt to balance two opposing organizing
principles at once: war and human betterment. The presidency of Lyndon Johnson
was perhaps the apex -- and tragic denouement -- of this conflict. Johnson's
Great Society and War on Poverty programs, and his muscling through of the Civil
Rights Act, were profoundly transformative for millions of people, and even with
their limitations and compromises could have laid the groundwork for a continual
refinement and recalibration of society in the general direction of justice,
opportunity and social peace. But Johnson was also a product -- and propagator
-- of the war system: a hawk, eager to "project dominance," subvert and
overthrow "recalcitrant" states and employ violence on a massive, indiscriminate
(and lucrative) scale. The Vietnam War destroyed his presidency, crippled the
momentum of his social programs, and accelerated the triumph of the war
principle. Now those who remember what the world was like before the Second
World War -- the ugly, despairing poverty and inequality that Smith writes about
so movingly -- are almost gone. Even those of us who remember when the idea of
human betterment seemed a realistic possibility for society, a practical goal to
be pursued despite many difficulties, not a pipe dream scorned by the "savvy,"
are fading away. There are now generations well into adulthood who have never
known anything but the war principle and the neoliberal ascendancy as
"normality," the natural state of things. Indeed, in a very few years, we'll see
the first generation of adults who will have lived their entire lives under the
reign of the Terror War. The relentless assault of the elites who have thrived
under the war principle, increasing the unequal proportion of their wealth and
power to unimaginable levels, have left these new generations very little to
build upon. On so many fronts, so many levels, they will essentially have to
start from scratch, re-discover old skills and insights that have been lost,
re-fight old battles, and of course, create new ways of trying to go forward
(like the Occupy movement). And they will have to do it against a power
structure that is far more powerful, more pervasive and implacable than before.
A power structure that every day is darkening the future of its own children,
creating a dystopia of chaos and fear, of aggression and blowback, repression
and revenge. No leader can "explain" what is happening because none of them can
admit the truth: that the world they are making -- the world that has made them
powerful, has lifted them up on a finely-meshed web of interlocking elite
interests and will sustain them, and their families, among the elite for the
rest of their lives -- is organized around violence and loot. Not security, not
prosperity, not liberty, not democracy, not justice, not peace. These are not
the aims of the system, these are not the products of the system. The Terror War
-- and the concomitant degradation of society and individual lives -- shows in
stark relief that the system is producing exactly what it aims to produce:
death, despair -- and record-breaking profits.
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Introduction

There is no doubt, war is ugly. Atrocities are committed by all belligerents
involved in conflict.

Propaganda is heightened and intensified not only by the major participants, but
also by countries, governments, organisations, corporations, and individuals who
aren't directly involved in the conflict. Each has their own motivations,
reasons, and self-serving interests for doing so.

Fog of war - a German expression Nebel des Krieges coined by Prussian general
Carl von Clausewitz - is often used to describe the uncertainty in situational
awareness experienced by participants in military operations.

The expression can also easily be used to describe the fog that occurs between
people's ears when they are bombarded with propaganda pushed by countless
parties which most often completely distorts the true realities of the conflict
or war in question.

War is emotional. And when emotions are high and people are gaslighted, reason
and judgement are often easily thrown out the window.

The absence or omission of truthful information and picking sides also
contribute to a lack of balanced reporting on such conflicts.

Too often, the very powerful mainstream press is incentivised to report a
prevailing narrative that, more often than not, serves the vested interests of
those to whom they are all too willing to oblige their allegiances to.

Journalists and independent or alternative media outlets that provide reporting
that is counter to these prevailing narratives are often labelled as conspiracy
theorists or other derogatory labels.

This is done so because those who are attacking them cannot counter the merits
of their claims and reporting, and thus must resort to attacking their character
instead.

Unfortunately, this is a logical fallacy that most of the general public fall
for.

Now for the ugly, inconvenient, truths that the mainstream media refuse to
present to their audiences with regards to the Ukraine and the Russia-Ukraine
war.


1. NATO's expansion towards Russia's borders


For those not entirely familiar with NATO, or the North Atlantic Treaty
Organization, here is a nice summary by Al Jazeera:

"The North Atlantic Treaty Organisation (NATO) was founded in 1949 by 12
member states - Belgium, Canada, Denmark, France, Iceland, Italy, Luxembourg,
the Netherlands, Norway, Portugal, the United Kingdom and the United States -
and was established to curb Soviet expansion and encourage political integration
in Europe in the aftermath of World War II.

The 30-member alliance is meant to guarantee political and military protections,
and allow European and North American nations to discuss security concerns."

One of the main reasons for its existence was to "curb Soviet expansion", as
stated above. The rationale being that the West viewed the Soviet communist
system as a grave threat after World War II.

Moreover, as the Soviet Union and the United States were embroiled in the Cold
War from 1947 to 1991, the U.S. sought to expand its sphere of political and
military influence, particularly in Europe.

After the Dissolution of the Soviet Union in 1991, 15 former Soviet Republics
became sovereign states.

Fifteen post-Soviet states. Source: Wikipedia.

Though many of these states as well as their people have retained close ties
with Russia, three of them acceded membership into NATO in 2004; namely,
Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania.

Two of these countries, Estonia and Latvia share a border with Russia.

Recall that NATO originally had 12 members.

A CNBC article provides two maps showing the expansion of NATO since 1991
towards Russia. The first map shows Europe in 1990, the year after the Berlin
wall fell:

Map of Europe in 1990 showing original NATO countries in blue. Source: Bryn
Bache, CNBC.

Their second map, as of 2022, clearly shows the expansion of NATO membership
over the past 32 years since the reunification of Germany:

Map of Europe in 2022 showing current NATO countries in blue. Source: Bryn
Bache, CNBC.

From this second map above showing 2022 NATO countries in blue, we can also
notice Sweden and Finland (in light blue) who are currently vying for NATO
membership.

Since the early 1990s, Russia has been worried about NATO expanding closer to
its borders.

While various agreements had been made between Russia and Europe not to expand
NATO eastward, several of them were broken.

The main worry is that NATO members can have military bases that hold nuclear
missiles for which member countries, such as the United States, have an ample
supply of.

There is plenty of evidence that confirms that such military bases (particularly
from the U.S. and NATO) exist and are located in Russia's immediate neighbors
of Estonia(see also here, here and here), Latvia (see also here, here, here,
here, here, here, and here) , and Lithuania (see also here, here, here, here,
and here).

U.S. and NATO military bases, personnel, and operations are not limited to these
three countries, for there are many more in other NATO countries near Russia
such as Poland, Hungary, and Bulgaria.

In recent years, Russian President Vladimir Putin has sought guarantees from
NATO and many of its European members that it would halt its eastward expansion
and end military cooperation with Ukraine and Georgia, which are not members,
observed Al Jazeera.

Both Georgia and the Ukraine share borders with Russia and the latter has a
significantly long border with the biggest former member of the Soviet bloc.

It would thus come as no surprise that Russia and its current leader, Vladimir
Putin, would consider it more than hostile should either of these two countries
were to join NATO.

Many of sound mind would argue that having military bases, some with nuclear
arsenals, within only several kilometers from your doorstep poses a significant
threat to the safety, protection, and territorial integrity of a nation and its
people.

Was this not the case when the Soviet Union had stationed nuclear missiles in
Cuba, less than 100 miles away from the United States?

If that was not acceptable to President John F. Kennedy and the U.S.
administration, then how is it different for Vladimir Putin, the President of
Russia and his administration?

Should they not be granted the same right?

These questions must be considered and contemplated prior to outrightly accusing
Putin of "aggression" and invasion against the Ukraine, or any other close
neighbor, for that matter.

Also according to the Al Jazeera article, in February [of 2022], Putin said
Russia's "special operation" in Ukraine was a means to stop NATO's
growth, which he perceives as an encroachment.

Only in recent weeks has Putin called the conflict with the Ukraine a war.
Perhaps this is so because he had not anticipated the level and extent of
Western support Kiev has received over the past year.

While some would argue that the invasion was nevertheless unjustified, ample
evidence exists that show that prior promises and agreements to not allow the
expansion of NATO eastward were broken by NATO members and NATO itself.

Here are but two of these broken promises which most everyone seems to forget
about.

Early last year, a secret document from March 1991 titled QUADRIPARTITE MEETING
OF POLITICAL DIRECTORS, BONN, 6, MARCH: SECURITY IN CENTRAL AND EASTERN EUROPE
showed a pledge to Moscow by the United States, Germany, France, and the United
Kingdom, that they would not extend NATO eastward and would not offer membership
to Poland.

The document was found in the UK National Archives by Joshua Shifrinson, a
political science professor at Boston University in the US and shared with Der
Spiegel. It had been marked "Secret" but was declassified at some point.

Specifically, here is part of what was it stated:

Screenshot of the 1991 QUADRIPARTITE MEETING OF POLITICAL DIRECTORS, BONN, 6,
MARCH: SECURITY IN CENTRAL AND EASTERN EUROPE. Source: UCLA College of Social
Sciences.

As the reader may notice from the image above, the parties stated: "WE HAD
MADE IT CLEAR DURING THE 2+4 NEGOTIATIONS THAT WE WOULD NOT EXTEND NATO BYOND
THE ELBE (SIC)."

The "2+4 negotiations" simply refers to the reunification of Germany (i.e.,
East Germany with West Germany) with NATO remaining an integral part of the
reunified country.

In July 2014, NATO itself called the eastward expansion a "myth," as per its
published piece titled NATO enlargement and Russia: myths and realities. In that
piece, a few questions were raised about the "enlargement conundrum"
[emphasis added]:

"Does the absence of a promise not to enlarge NATO mean that the West never
had any obligations vis-a-vis Russia? Did the enlargement policy of Western
institutions therefore proceed without taking Russian interests into account?
Again, the facts tell a different story."

The only thing is, NATO was not counting on the QUADRIPARTITE MEETING OF
POLITICAL DIRECTORS, BONN, 6, MARCH: SECURITY IN CENTRAL AND EASTERN EUROPE
secret document to be released to the public.

In black and white, it confirms that a promise, or agreement, by NATO not to
expand did take place.

So, this myth, or "conspiracy theory" turned out to be conspiracy fact.

It is no wonder that Moscow and Putin hold a fervent distrust of NATO, the
United States, and its other Western allies.

The secret 1991 document also revealed the following:

Verbatim [with emphasis added for the most salient points]:

"WE HAD MADE IT CLEAR TO THE SOVIET UNION, BOTH IN THE 2+4 AND IN OTHER
EXCHANGES, THAT WE WOULD NOT TAKE ADVANTAGE OF SOVIET WITHDRAWAL FROM EASTERN
EUROPE. WE MUST NOT PROVIDE A PRETEXT FOR HARDLINERS IN THE SOVIET UNION TO
BUILD UP ANTI-WESTERN FEELING. NATO SHOULD NOT BE EXTENDED FORMALLY OR
INFORMALLY TO THE EAST. THE PRIMARY EASTERN EUROPEAN OBJECTIVE AND FORM OF
REASSURANCE WAS THE REMOVAL OF SOVIET TROOPS."

As you can see, the promise was indeed made. The Soviet withdrawal did occur.
Yet NATO expanded anyhow, including in Poland for which they had also explicitly
stated they would not.

If NATO has lied about this broken promise, then how many others have they lied
about and broken? And, more importantly, should they be trusted?

That is not the only promise NATO has broken with Russia.

The Minsk agreement of 2015

"The Minsk agreement, which the Russian government backed for diplomatic
reasons, has served to allow Washington time to train, equip, and mobilize much
stronger forces now preparing to resume the attack on Donetsk and Luhansk,"
observed Dr. Paul Craig Roberts, former U.S. Assistant Secretary of the
Treasury, former associate editor at The Wall Street Journal, and long time
Russia connoisseur, back in 2015.

He was right.

What is the Minsk agreement?

Not to be confused with the 1991 agreement of the same name, the 2015 Minsk
agreement was one that aimed to resolve the long-simmering conflict in eastern
Ukraine.

The conflict was between pro-Russian separatists mostly from the Donetsk and
Luhansk regions who were more ethnically Russian and the Ukrainian government.

Image source: Al Jazeera.

The following passage from Reuters describes the 2015 (Minsk II) agreement in a
nutshell:

"Representatives of Russia, Ukraine, the Organisation for Security and
Cooperation in Europe (OSCE) and the leaders of two pro-Russian separatist
regions signed a 13-point agreement in February 2015 in Minsk. The leaders of
France, Germany, Russia and Ukraine gathered there at the same time and issued a
declaration of support for the deal."

The agreement ultimately failed.

While which side is the blame is a contentious matter, the Organisation for
Security and Cooperation in Europe (OSCE), who was in charge of monitoring the
implementation of the ceasefire agreement, determined that the Ukrainian
government had repeatedly violated the agreement and around 200 weekly
violations in 2016-2020 and more than 1,000 since 2021 occurred, according to
Novaya Gazeta.

Though NATO stressed that the Minsk agreements remained "the best chance to
settle the conflict," its actions proved otherwise.

Back in 2015, Jens Stoltenberg, NATO's Secretary General since 2014, indicated
no less than an increase military support to the Ukraine during this so-called
ceasefire period, stating "we have stepped up our support to Ukraine on
command and control; logistics; cyber defence."

And more specifically, in June of 2022, Stoltenberg affirmed NATO's long-time
push into Eastern Europe, stating:

"the reality is that we have also been preparing for this since 2014. Because
that's the reason why we have increased our presence in the eastern part of
the Alliance, why NATO Allies have started to invest more in defence, and why we
have increased the readiness."

By "increase in the readiness", Stoltenberg was referring to Russia. On the
matter, Robert Bridge, an American writer and journalist for RT noted:

"What he neglected to mention, though, was the role Western powers played in
the outbreak of civil violence in Kiev on February 24, 2014 that led to the
Maidan coup and, ultimately, to the current situation. The US and its influence
on the ground in Ukraine, channelled through "civil society" groups it
bankrolled, was largely responsibility for that mess."

A month before the Russian invasion in 2022, Ukraine's own security chief,
Oleksiy Danilov, warned the West against enforcing the Minsk II peace deal.

Danilov also denounced the Russian demands for NATO to bar Ukraine from ever
joining the alliance.

Former opposition MP Ilya Kiva (who had to flee the Ukraine for his stark
opposition to Zelenskyy) blamed the Ukrainian President of supporting pro-NATO
policies causing the war, allowing Nazism to permeate in the country, and
enslaving his own people in the eastern part of the country.

In a March 2022 interview Kiva slammed the U.S. and NATO for "using Ukraine as
bait to provoke Russia into a conflict." He added that Washington and its
allies had tricked Zelenskyy which has led to its current state of devastation.

In concluding this section, the Minsk agreements were practically doomed from
the start since powerful forces influencing Kyiv, including NATO and many others
mentioned in this exposition, really had no sincere interest in helping to
establish peace in eastern Ukraine; but were more concerned with continuing
their eastward expansion towards Russia's borders.


2. The Maidan Coup & Victoria Nuland's "F**k the EU"


After the dissolution of the Soviet Union in 1991, Ukraine became an independent
country.

In the years 2013-2014, the Ukraine was at a real crossroads.
Geographically-perched between Europe in the west and Russia in the east,
alliances were split and there was a lot at stake - economically and
geopolitically.

The West was calling for the young country to align itself with European and
American interests.

But its President, democratically-elected Ukrainian President Viktor Yanukovych,
was instead leaning towards aligning the country's interests with Russia and
Putin.

This was absolutely unacceptable to Western powers and NATO.

Consequently, Ukrainian President Viktor Yanukovych was overthrown in a violent
coup on Feb. 21, 2014.

Violence during the Maidan coup in Ukraine, 2014. Source: Wikipedia.

This operation is more commonly known as the Maidan Coup in which demonstrators
(against Yanukovych's government) leadership were riddled with neo-Nazis.

A phone call (transcript here) was leaked to the news media on February 4th,
2014 between U.S. Assistant Secretary of State Victoria Nuland and Geoffrey
Pyatt, the then U.S. ambassador to Ukraine.

Assistant Secretary of State Victoria Nuland with Geoffrey Pyatt, February 6,
2014.

During the call, they discussed which puppets could be installed in their new
government; keep in mind, this is a few weeks before the Maidan Coup had
occurred.

Nuland and Pyatt schemed on how they would form the new government post-coup
placing "Yats", Arseniy Yatseniuk as a key plant for the new government.

Arseniy Yatseniuk became the new Prime Minister of Ukraine on February 27, 2014.

And in June of the same year, NATO- and Western-friendly Ukrainian oligarch
Petro Poroshenko replaced Yanukovych as the new President of Ukraine in what was
a very questionable election.

This phone call is also memorable for its "Fuck the EU" reference uttered by
Victoria Nuland. This was in reference to her frustration about how members of
the European Union were somewhat divided on relations with Russia and thus not
aggressive enough against their Cold War rival.



3. Joe Biden bragging about how he got a Ukrainian prosecutor fired who was
   investigating an energy firm that had Hunter Biden on its board




According to Consortium News, after the U.S.-led coup, Viktor Shokin,
Ukraine's prosecutor general, was investigating corruption allegations about
Burisma holdings, a Ukrainian oil & gas giant for which Hunter Biden had been
given a lucrative membership to sit on its board of directors.

Threatening to pull a U.S. billion-dollar aid package to the Ukraine, then
Vice-President Joe Biden forced Ukrainian President Poroshenko to fire Shokin.

Screenshot of the Witness Statement (affidavit) from Viktor Shokin, who was
investigating corruption at Burisma Holdings, confirming that Poroshenko fired
him because of Joe Biden's threat to pull the USD$1 billion package.

In January 2018, Biden openly bragged about this at the Council on Foreign
Relations:

Alternative video link:
https://rumble.com/vc5gnj-joe-biden-admits-quid-pro-quo-with-ukraine.html

Hunter Biden was paid handsomely, to the tune of $80,000 per month, despite
having no experience whatsoever in the energy sector. It was thus presumed that
he was on the board mostly because of his name and political ties, particularly
with his father who was President Obama's Vice-President at the time.

Though the mainstream press has largely exonerated Hunter Biden regarding his
role and actions with Burisma, the New York Post did provide evidence which
shows that Hunter had indeed introduced one of its board members to his
Vice-President father.

The fact that Joe Biden leveraged the power of his V.P. position to avoid having
an investigation into the firm for which his son was a board member represents a
clear abuse of power and conflict of interest. Who knows what additional facts
might have been revealed should the investigation have proceeded. The next
section, however and nonetheless, provides damning evidence in this regard.

What's more, this incident exemplifies the power and influence the U.S.
Administration had over the President of Ukraine post the Maidan coup.



4. Biological Weapons Production Facilities



The corporate media has also largely ignored claims alleging the existence of
biological weapons laboratories across the Ukraine.

In the month after Russian forces launched their invasion of Ukraine, Lieutenant
General Igor Kirillov, commander of the Russian radiological, chemical and
biological defense force, claimed that as many as 30 biological laboratories had
been established in Ukraine that are actively cooperating with the US military;
and that the Ukrainian authorities have been urgently destroying pathogens
studied at its laboratories linked to the US Department of Defense.

Map showing some biolabs in the Ukraine, image source: Polish Sputnik - Nowe
doniesienia o amerykanskich projektach dotyczacych broni biologicznej na
Ukrainie (google translated: New reports on US bioweapons projects in Ukraine)

China also accused the U.S. military of operating such biolabs in the Ukraine
which Bloomberg brushed off as a conspiracy theory.

On March 8, 2022, American ally Britain also downplayed the story alleging that
they were fabricated to justify Russia's invasion of the Ukraine.

Yet, hours later Victoria Nuland (the same mentioned above), acting as
Undersecretary of State admitted that such facilities existed stating:

"Ukraine has biological research facilities which, in fact, we're now quite
concerned Russian troops, Russian forces may be seeking to gain control of, so
we are working with the Ukrainians on how we can prevent any of those research
materials from falling into the hands of Russian forces should they approach."

And though the U.S. State Department two days later denied any involvement in
their operations, evidence suggests otherwise.

On the subject Glenn Greenwald outlined the extent to which the legacy media
were in full damage-control, labelling all those reporting on the matter as
crazy conspiracy theorists and peddlers of misinformation. Greenwald began his
piece with [original links included]:

"Self-anointed "fact-checkers" in the U.S. corporate press have spent two
weeksmocking as disinformation and a false conspiracy theory the claim that
Ukraine has biological weapons labs, either alone or with U.S. support. They
never presented any evidence for their ruling - how could they possibly know?
and how could they prove the negative? - but nonetheless they invoked their
characteristically authoritative, above-it-all tone of self-assurance and
self-arrogated right to decree the truth and label such claims false."

Greenwald reiterated the fact that Nuland had indeed never denied the existence
of the labs and, in fact, was quite worried about how their materials could
"fall into the hands of Russian forces," to which he posited some highly
relevant questions [emphasis added]:

"What is in those Ukrainian biological labs that make them so worrisome and
dangerous? And has Ukraine, not exactly known for being a great power with
advanced biological research, had the assistance of any other countries in
developing those dangerous substances? Is American assistance confined to what
Nuland described at the hearing - "working with the Ukrainians on how they
can prevent any of those research materials from falling into the hands of
Russian forces" - or did the U.S. assistance extend to the construction and
development of the "biological research facilities" themselves?"

Greenwald also points out how the U.S. State Department downplays its role with
the biolabs in the Ukraine, stating that they are merely for research purposes
and for reducing biological threats. Yet, fact sheets on their website
demonstrate millions in funding and for the specific purpose of building
facilities and providing training.

Ukraine Biolab Funding via Hunter Biden's entities

A bombshell report by the U.K.'s DailyMail provides ample evidence that
corporate entities related to Hunter Biden have funded biolabs in the Ukraine.
And, in this respect, there is even a connection to the aforementioned Burisma
Holdings.

As per the DailyMail's March 25, 2022 article title `EXCLUSIVE: Hunter Biden
DID help secure millions in funding for US contractor in Ukraine specializing in
deadly pathogen research, laptop emails reveal, raising more questions about the
disgraced son of then vice president', we find a treasure trove of emails and
documents that provide solid evidence of funding activities for these bioweapons
lab in the Ukraine.

The article begins with a mention of a U.S. Department of Defence (DoD)
contractor called Metabiota which specialises in researching pandemic-causing
diseases that could be used as bioweapons. Sound familiar?

So, it appears that the previously mentioned claims by the Russian General that
biological laboratories had been established in Ukraine and are actively
cooperating with the US military certainly appears to be founded in reality,
rather than some tall conspiracy tale.

The Russian Commander also claimed that their funding arose from the current
U.S. leadership; and, in particular, from the investment fund Rosemont Seneca
which is headed by none other than Hunter Biden.

As per a November 14, 2019 ZeroHedge article, Rosemont Seneca is a corporation
controlled by Hunter Biden and his business partner Devon Archer. And Rosemont
Capital is the parent company of Rosemont Seneca (also sometimes referred to as
Rosemont Seneca Technology Partners, or RSTP).

Amidst a U.S. Department of Justice investigation into Hunter Biden's foreign
dealings, even Wikipedia had to do damage control to memory-hole Hunter's
links to Rosemont Seneca.

Here is the Burisma link. Through the Biden emails, it was revealed that Burisma
executive Vadym Pozharskyi had sent a thank you email to Hunter for having
invited him to [Washington] DC to meet his father, Joe Biden. This corroborates
the rationale that Hunter's presence on Burisma's board of directors was
indeed for his family name and political connections.

Next, the DailyMail leak reveal an email from Vadym Pozharskyi to Devon Archer,
Hunter's business partner at Rosemont Seneca, on the subject of "Ukraine
Science." In the email letter, Pozharskyi expresses his concern about how
Metabiota, the DoD subcontractor, seems to have pulled their financing for this
"science" project, i.e., biolabs.

At prima facie, an inquiring mind would ponder the reason on why Burisma, a
company involved in oil & gas, would be concerned with funding for biolab
facilities; for, this would obviously not fall under the scope and nature of the
principal activities of an energy company. Unless, of course, this was not the
raison d'etre for this company in the first place.

Perhaps funding was pulled due to closer scrutiny on these entities, along with
the U.S. Department of Justice's investigation.

Also according to the DailyMail leak, Hunter and his colleagues invested
$500,000 in Metabiota through their firm Rosemont Seneca Technology Partners and
they raised several million dollars of funding for the company from investment
giants including Goldman Sachs.

According to a ZeroHedge article about the same Hunter Biden email leaks,
Metabiota was working under Black & Veatch - a US defense contractor tied to
US intelligence, which built the Ukraine labs that analyzed bioweapons and
deadly diseases.

Black & Veath does appear on some of the aforementioned fact sheets of the U.S.
Embassy in Ukraine website, namely: Kherson Diagnostic Laboratory, Ternopil
Diagnostic Laboratory, Zakarpartska Diagnostic Laboratory, Lviv Research
Institute of Epidemiology and Hygiene, Lviv Diagnostic Laboratory, Kharkiv
Diagnostic Laboratory, State Regional Laboratory of Veterinary Medicine Luhansk
Regional Diagnostic Veterinary Laboratory, Dnipropetrovsk Diagnostic Laboratory,
and Vinnytsia Diagnostic Laboratory.

It is also worth noting that, according to the Kharkiv Diagnostic Laboratory
factsheet, a special permit for working with pathogens (i.e., potentially
dangerous bioweapons) was issued and Kharkiv, where the Kharkiv Diagnostic
Laboratory is located, is only 25 kilometers from the Russian border. This would
definitely be cause for concern by the Russian forces, for fear of leak -
intentional or not - emanating from this particular facility. The same can be
said about the Black & Veath facility in Luhanskwhich sits dangerously close to
the Russian border.

Also regarding Metabiota, the DailyMail article noted [emphasis added]:

"Metabiota also has close ties to the Wuhan Institute of Virology (WIV),
suspected to be the source of the COVID-19 outbreak.

WIV was a hotspot for controversial `gain of function' research that can
create super-strength viruses.

Chinese scientists performed gain of function research on coronaviruses at the
WIV, working alongside a US-backed organization EcoHealth Alliance that has
since drawn intense scrutiny over its coronavirus research since the COVID-19
pandemic.

Researchers from the Wuhan institute, Metabiota and EcoHealth Alliance published
a study together in 2014 on infectious diseases from bats in China, which notes
that tests were performed at the WIV.

Shi Zhengli, the WIV Director of the Center for Emerging Infectious Diseases who
became dubbed the `bat lady' for her central role in bat coronavirus
research at the lab, was a contributor to the paper.

Metabiota has been an official partner of EcoHealth Alliance since 2014,
according to its website."

As for the last claim from the above quote, a simple search on the matter
corroborates linkages between EcoHealth Alliance and Metabiota.

Moreover, it has been confirmed that EcoHealth Alliance has indeed been funded
to do gain of function research (for deadly pathogens such as SARS-CoV-2).

As this author had noted in the `The origins of SARS-CoV-2 (Covid-19)'
section of a previous expose, it is very possible, and even likely, that
SARS-CoV-2 originated from the Wuhan Institute of Virology.

Accordingly, the potential threat of a new pathogen emerging from even one of
these facilities in the Ukraine is undoubtedly of paramount concern to the
Russians, as it would be with any country.

Finally, it remains unclear as to how the Ukraine benefits from having such
biolab facilities, for it inherently poses risks such as accidental leaks as
well as possible retaliatory actions by nervous neighbors.


5. Ukraine's neo-Nazi Azov Battalion


The all-volunteer Azov Battalion is one of Ukraine's paramilitary groups that
was formed in response to the government's struggle against pro-Russian
separatists in the country's east.

Many of the Azov Battalion members are, even by their own description, socialist
ultra-right Ukrainian nationalists.

In terms of their ideology, they are aligned with the Social-National Assembly.

The battalion has adopted many symbols and slogans that are associated with
Neo-Naziism.

The Nazi symbols used by Ukraine's Azov Battalion. The first two images
include the Wolfsangel hate symbol while the first and third the Sonnenrad
(Black Sun) hate symbol. Source: Consortium News.

Picture of Ukrainian soldiers with Nazi symbols on their helmets, including the
swastika and the SS. Source: NBC News - German TV Shows Nazi Symbols on
Helmets of Ukraine Soldiers, Sept. 9, 2014.

When tensions erupted in April of 2014 in the eastern part of Ukraine -
particularly in the Russian-backed regions of Donetsk and Luhansk - the group
took on extreme forms of paramilitary tactics and started to receive funding and
training from NATO-friendly partners such as the United States, the United
Kingdom, and Canada (see sub-section below), amongst others, which continues to
this day.

In August of 2014, Tom Parfitt, a correspondent from The Telegraph noted:

"Kiev's use of volunteer paramilitaries to stamp out the Russian-backed
Donetsk and Luhansk `people's republics' should send a shiver down
Europe's spine."

"Recently formed battalions such as Donbas, Dnipro and Azov, with several
thousand men under their command, are officially under the control of the
interior ministry but their financing is murky, their training inadequate and
their ideology often alarming. The Azov men use the neo-Nazi Wolfsangel
(Wolf's Hook) symbol on their banner and members of the battalion are openly
white supremacists, or anti-Semites."

And based on interviews with militia members, the Telegraph also reported that
some of the fighters doubted the reality of the Holocaust, expressed admiration
for Adolf Hitler, and acknowledged that they are indeed Nazis.

At the time, the commander of Azov Andriy Biletsky declared: "The historic
mission of our nation in this critical moment is to lead the White Races of the
world in a final crusade for their survival. A crusade against the Semite-led
Untermenschen." The German word Untermenschen means sub-human, a supremacist
slur.

Back in September of 2014, The Guardian correspondent Shaun Walker
reportedalongside Azov Battalion volunteers in Mariupol, the southeastern region
of Ukraine. Walker observed [emphasis added]:

"But there is an increasing worry that while the Azov and other volunteer
battalions might be Ukraine's most potent and reliable force on the
battlefield against the separatists, they also pose the most serious threat to
the Ukrainian government, and perhaps even the state, when the conflict in the
east is over. The Azov causes particular concern due to the far right, even
neo-Nazi, leanings of many of its members."

Dmitry, an Azov volunteer he spoke to, "claimed not to be a Nazi, but waxed
lyrical about Adolf Hitler as a military leader, and believes the Holocaust
never happened." But perhaps more surprisingly, it is the distaste for their
own government that stood out:

"Not everyone in the Azov battalion thinks like Dmitry, but after speaking
with dozens of its fighters and embedding on several missions during the past
week in and around the strategic port city of Mariupol, the Guardian found many
of them to have disturbing political views, and almost all to be intent on
"bringing the fight to Kiev" when the war in the east is over."

There is perhaps no better or intimate way to get into the mindset of the
average Azov volunteer than to be embedded with them in the heat of the battle.

Walker also notes that though the Azov Battalion represents a minority among
Ukrainian forces, they are not anti-Russian. One of the reasons being that most
of their members lingua franca is Russian and that much of what Azov members say
about race and nationalism is strikingly similar to the views of the more
radical Russian nationalists fighting with the separatist side. He also notes
that Azov intends to bring violence to Kiev when the war in the east is over.

"President Petro Poroshenko will be killed in a matter of months," Azov
volunteer Dimitry stated, continuing "and a dictator will come to power."
"What are the police going to do? They could not do anything against the
peaceful protesters on Maidan; they are hardly going to withstand armed fighting
units," he concluded.

Dimitry's prediction turned out to be partly correct, for though Poroshenko
was not assassinated, he did get ousted during the Maidan coup and had to flee
the country. It remains to be determined whether Poroshenko's successor,
Volodymyr Zelenskyy, is a dictator; but, what features later in this essay may
suggest that this has turned out to be the case.

Serving as an internal police force and with the support of the Minister of the
Interior, Arsen Avakov, the Azov Battalion played a significant role in the
protests amidst the Maidan coup which led to the ousting of President
Yanukovych.

Though supposedly a "minor" fringe group amongst paramilitary units in the
Ukraine, units such as the Azov Battalion and the Waffen SS organization found
widespread support among Ukrainian nationalists, even in Kiev and in the western
part of the country.

Many praised Stepan Bandera, a Ukrainian far-right leader who was, together with
his followers, responsible for the massacres of Polish and Jewish civilians and
has the dishonorable label of being a fascist Nazi collaborator during the
periods preceding, during, and following World War II.

Torchlight march in honor of the anniversary of the birth of Stepan Bandera,
Ukrainian wartime fascist leader, Kyiv, January 1, 2015. Photo source: Wikimedia
Commons via Consortium News.

In late 2021, reporter Craig Murray from Consortium News made reference to an
official report of the U.N. General Assembly plenary of Dec. 16, 2021 which
stated [emphasis added]:

"By a recorded vote of 130 in favour to 2 against (Ukraine, United States),
with 49 abstentions, the Assembly then adopted draft resolution I, `Combating
glorification of Nazism, neo-Nazism and other practices that contribute to
fuelling contemporary forms of racism, racial discrimination, xenophobia and
related intolerance'"

U.S. Senator John McCain addressing a crowd in Kiev on December 15, 2013. Photo
source: Wikimedia Commons / U.S. Senate/Office of Chris Murphy via Consortium
news.

Even though a 2018 bipartisan letter by 50 U.S. representatives condemned the
Ukraine government for glorifying and backing the Nazi groups, the United States
vote against the aforementioned UN resolution and has continued to support, and
even train, such groups since at least 2013.

Canada's support for these extreme ultra-nationalist groups

In the following CityNews report from Nov. 10, 2021, extremism researcher Brad
Galloway, coordinator from the Centre on Hate Bias & Extremism, expressed
concern that far-right Canadians may join the ranks of paramilitary groups such
as Azov in the Ukraine.



The report also provides damning evidence about Canada's diplomatic and
military involvement in the training of the Azov Battalion, even though they
knew they were a far-right fascist neo-Nazi group.

The report cites an Ottawa Citizen article as well as documents obtained by the
news outfit through an Access to Information law which validated the claim,
stating [emphasis added]:

"A year before the meeting, Canada's Joint Task Force Ukraine produced a
briefing on the Azov Battalion, acknowledging its links to Nazi ideology.
"Multiple members of Azov have described themselves as Nazis," the Canadian
officers warned in their 2017 briefing.""

As per the same article, "Jaime Kirzner-Roberts, policy director of the
Friends of Simon Wiesenthal Center [for Holocaust Studies], said Canada had to
make it a priority that its military personnel have no involvement with
far-right fascist militias in Ukraine under any circumstances, further stating:

"It's concerning that, for the second time in a month, we have seen evidence
of Canadian military officials engaging with Ukrainian neo-Nazi groups."

Kirzner-Roberts also referred to a report titled `Far-Right Group, Made Its
Home in Ukraine's Major Western Military Training Hub' from the Institute
for European, Russian, and Eurasian Studies (IERES) at George Washington
University which revealed that Centuria, a far-right group made up of Ukrainian
soldiers linked to the Azov movement, boasted they received training from Canada
and other NATO countries. The researchers had tracked social media accounts of
Centuria documenting its Ukrainian military members giving Nazi salutes,
promoting white nationalism, and praising members of Nazi SS units.

The report also confirms Canada's role, through its UNIFIER military
operation, for providing training to Ukraine's armed forces, as per a
statement from Andrii Taran, the Minister of Defence of Ukraine:

"Our Canadian partners are constantly assisting to strengthen the
institutional capabilities of Ukraine's Defence Ministry. Modern principles of
defence management and democratic civilian control undergo implementation, and
leaders of the strategic and operational levels receive their training. Canada
provides all opportunities to improve skills and field training of units of the
Armed Forces of Ukraine within the Operation UNIFIER. Therefore, Canada's key
role in training of Ukraine's defence and security forces is
unquestionable,"

Photo posted to the Canadian Armed Forces in Ukraine Facebook page which shows
then Commanding Officer of Canada's Operation UNIFIER Lieutenant-Colonel Ryan
Stimpson speaking at the 2020 NAA graduation ceremony at the International
Peacekeeping and Security Center in Yavoriv, Ukraine. Source: The Institute for
European, Russian, and Eurasian Studies (IERES) at George Washington
University's `Far-Right Group, Made Its Home in Ukraine's Major Western
Military Training Hub' report.

What is perhaps more troubling with regards to the Canadian military training
Ukrainian forces lies with its official response to the mentions of training
Ukrainian soldiers from these far-right extremist fascist groups and what their
overall approach is [emphasis added]:

"Canadian Forces spokeswoman Lt.-Cmdr. Julie McDonald said it was up to
Ukraine to vet its own security forces. But, if Canadian military personnel saw
first-hand evidence of extremist views, they could refuse to train those
soldiers, she added. The Canadian Forces, however, does not proactively examine
the backgrounds of those they train or look for signs of support for far-right
causes."

Notice the word `could' in her statement which would imply that refusing to
train the soldiers would be optional and at the discretion of the Canadian
military personnel.

This statement was not so different than that from the Canadian Defence Attache
in Ukraine Colonel Robert Foster who stated that when it comes to screening
Ukrainian recipients of training for extremist views and ties, Canada trusted
the Ukrainian government to select and identify the right candidates;
specifically stating: "It is their responsibility."

Such denialism was brought back to the forefront in April of last year when the
Ottawa Citizen reported that Canada failed to properly monitor its own military
training program. "Defence sources acknowledged the crest worn by the
Ukrainian soldier in Canadian military photos is the insignia of Ukraine's SS
unit which fought for the Nazis," asserted the report. And yet another
Canadian Forces officer, Capt. Veronique Sabourin, affirmed that Ukraine is
responsible for vetting its own personnel, shunning responsibility, rather than
addressing the highly contentious matter.

The author of this article has contacted the Canadian Armed Forces for comment
on the matter. They confirmed that the statement from Capt. Veronique Sabourin
from above was accurate, adding "the Canadian Armed Forces are strongly
opposed to the glorification of Nazism and all forms of racism, racial
discrimination, xenophobia, intolerance and extremism. In all of its
international relationships," stressing that all members "deployed on
Operation UNIFIER were briefed to help them recognize patches and insignia
associated with right-wing extremism." Yet, they appeared consistent with
their stance stating: "However, and ultimately, Ukraine is a sovereign country
and was thus responsible for recruiting and vetting its own security forces."

Even amidst the complexity involved in screening members of foreign forces for
military training, for the Canadian Armed Forces to maintain such a stance
whereby they are seemingly willing to turn a blind eye to such far-right
extremist groups should put into question Canada's role, financial, and
military contributions regarding this external conflict.



6. Zelenskyy's hidden fortune



While numerous reports online vary widely in terms of the actual net worth of
Volodymyr Zelenskyy as well as the means by which he amassed his fortune, at
least tens of millions of dollars worth are traceable.

Beginning with a report from Headlines & Global News (HNGN), Zelenskyy co-owned
the television entertainment firm Kvartal 95 which he co-founded in 2003; and,
according to Volodymyr Landa, deputy editor-in-chief of Forbes Ukraine, the
company earns between $20 and $30 million per year, with Zelenskyy owning a 25%
interest. Roughly speaking, that could amount to a conservative figure of $100
million or more for Zelenskyy's stake since 2003, of course, depending on the
net income of the firm.

"On the campaign trail, Zelenskiy pledged to clean up Ukraine's
oligarch-dominated ruling system. And he railed against politicians such as the
wealthy incumbent Petro Poroshenko who hid his assets offshore," noted an
October 3, 2021 article from The Guardian which delved into the President
Zelenskyy's offshore connections.

The article references the Pandora papers which were leaked to the International
Consortium of Investigative Journalists (ICIJ) and shared with the Guardian as
part of a global investigation which suggests that Zelenskiy is "rather
similar to his predecessors."

It mentions that the files reveal Zelenskyy participated in a sprawling network
of offshore companies, co-owned with his long-time friends and TV business
partners, including Ivan Bakanov who was general director of the previously
mentioned production studio, Kvartal 95.

And though Zelenskyy had declared some of his private assets before becoming
President, including Film Heritage, the Pandora papers reveal he had other
assets stored offshore.

Film Heritage had a 25% stake in Davegra, a Cyprus holding company which in turn
owns Maltex Multicapital Corp, a previously unknown entity registered in the tax
haven of the British Virgin Islands (BVI). Zelenskyy held a 25% stake in Maltex.

International Consortium of Investigative Journalists (ICIJ) - data from the
OFFSHORE LEAKS DATABASE for the entity MALTEX MULTICAPITAL CORP.

According to the Organised Crime and Corruption Reporting Project (OCCRP) report
titled Pandora Papers Reveal Offshore Holdings of Ukrainian President and his
Inner Circle, though around the time of his 2019 election, Zelenskyy handed his
shares in a key offshore company over to Serhiy Shefir (his former TV producer
and First Assistant to his current Presidency), the two appear to have made an
arrangement for Zelensky's family to continue receiving money from the
offshore entity. As per The Guardian article [emphasis added]:

"Roughly six weeks later, after Zelenskiy's landslide victory, a lawyer
acting for the Kvartal 95 group signed another document. It stipulated that
Maltex would continue to pay dividends to Zelenskiy's Film Heritage, even
though it no longer owned any stake in the company. Its main revenue comes from
activity in Ukraine, Russia and Belarus, according to a Maltex client
profile."

"Zelenskiy's wife, Olena, is now the declared beneficial owner of Film
Heritage, meaning any payments since 2019 would have flowed to her."

Notice from the above citation that Zelenskyy, or at least his wife Olena, is
still receiving funds from Film Heritage's operations, including in Russia,
their stated bitter enemy.

The OCCRP report also states that offshore companies were used by Shefir and
another business partner to buy three expensive London real estate properties,
including a three-bedroom flat on Glentworth Street, bought for 1.58 million
pounds ($2.28 million), and two-bedroom flat nearby in Baker Street's Chalfont
Court building, which was bought by Shefir for 2.2 million pounds (US$3.5
million).

According to an article from Euromaidan Press, a Ukraine-based English-language
independent newspaper, which was largely sourced by a team of a team of
independent investigative journalists from Slidstv0x043E.Info, it was revealed that
Zelenskyy had strong ties to the Ukrainian oligarch Ihor Kolomoiskyi, as per
further examination of the Pandora papers. They discovered a network of
interlinked offshore entities by Zelenskyy and his partners, specifically:

"Among the persons named in the documents of offshore registrars that became
known thanks to Pandora Papers, journalists feature the names of Ukraine's
state leadership, such as Ivan Bakanov, Head of Security Service of Ukraine,
Serhii Shefir, First Assistant to the President, and President Zelenskyy."

Ivan Bakanov who is the Head of Security Service of Ukraine and a close friend
to Zelenskyy, used his power to prevent the screening of the film Offshore 95 by
Slidstvo.Info which showcased the extent of the corruption of Zelenskyy and his
close friends and business partners, including Ihor Kolomoisky, the powerful
Ukrainian banking oligarch.



Slidstv.Info film "OFFSHORE 95" Secrets of the President Zelenskyy's
business, Oct. 3, 2021

The team of investigative journalists had also discovered that around a dozen
persons in Zelenskyy's inner circle have offshore companies, and that the
offshore registrar Fidelity and Ukrainian lawyer Yurii Azarov helped create the
network. What's more, they also revealed that [emphasis added]:

"The Pandora Papers disclosed that since 2012, an offshore company affiliated
to Kolomoiskyi's 1+1 group at least once paid more than $1 billion to
Zelenskyy's offshore firm SVT from the British Virgin Islands, for the popular
TV show "Make a Comedian Laugh" created by Kvartal 95. And Maltext owns half
of SVT."

Moreover, according to Slidstvo.Info's data, Zelenskyy's and Kolomoiskyi's
companies made a transaction worth $40 million in 2012. The team traced the
origin of this money which led them to conclude that that the companies that
gave these $40 million are suspected of laundering huge sums from Privatbank.

Though not entirely proven or knowingly, Zelenskyy's company could have been
implicated in an operation conducted via the Cyrpus branch of the
Kolomoiskyi-owned Privatbank (to which funds were funnelled from Ukraine).

The OCCRP also investigated Kolomoiskyi's Privatbank in which the oligarch,
along with the oligarch co-owner of the bank, Hennadiy Boholiubov, appear to
have stolen US$5.5 billion of the bank's assets.

Quoting from the piece: "The former chairwoman of Ukraine's central bank
dubbed it one of the biggest financial scandals of the 21st century."

PrivatBank was Ukraine's largest commercial lender and had a whopping 33% of
the population's deposits. The state, depositors, and other stakeholders had
to absorb the loss and the bank had to be nationalized.

The OCCRP investigation also mentions that, Kolomoisky's 1+1 channel
overwhelmingly favored Zelenskyy in its news coverage during the election
period. And, though Zelenskyy denied he owed anything to Kolomoisky, he
nonetheless affirmed "He is my business partner, not my boss," in an
interview.

The Biden administration has officially barred Ihor Kolomoisky from entering the
United States, sanctioned, and accused him of looting the country's largest
bank and funneling the proceeds into investments into the U.S. and elsewhere.

According to yet another expose by the International Consortium of
Investigative Journalists (ICIJ) titled the FinCen Files, the Ukrainian oligarch
has a lot to answer to regarding his shady business dealings, particularly those
from his offshore entities in Cyprus and the British Virgin Islands.

Concluding this section, it is fair to say that Volodymyr Zelenskyy has been
less than honest - even after he was elected, as per his own testimony in the
Atlantic Council, a known mouthpiece for NATO. He has lied about his wealth and
the facts provided above show that it can easily range in the hundreds of
millions of dollars, if not a billion or more.



7. Human Rights abuses committed in Ukraine



What is controvertible about the broader sanctions imposed on Russia by the
United States, Canada, and other "allies and partners" is that none of these
partners seem to have reprimanded the Ukraine or its officials for its own
illegal actions and human rights abuses.

A report produced by the U.S. State Department titled UKRAINE 2021 HUMAN RIGHTS
REPORT has outlined numerous such illegal activities in the form of human rights
abuses committed by members of the Ukrainian government, including many towards
its own people in the Donbas region of the country which is predominantly of
Russian ethnicity.

As per the report these include, but are not limited to the following
(verbatim):

* unlawful or arbitrary killings, including extrajudicial killings by the
government or its agents

* torture and cases of cruel, inhuman, or degrading treatment or punishment of
detainees by law enforcement personnel

* harsh and life-threatening prison conditions

* arbitrary arrest or detention

* serious restrictions on free expression and media, including violence or
threats of violence against journalists, unjustified arrests or prosecutions of
journalists, and censorship

* refoulement of refugees to a country where they would face a threat to their
life or freedom

* serious acts of government corruption

* lack of investigation of and accountability for gender-based violence

* crimes, violence, or threats of violence motivated by anti-Semitism

* crimes involving violence or threats of violence targeting persons with
disabilities, members of ethnic minority groups, and lesbian, gay, bisexual,
transgender, queer, or intersex persons

* the existence of the worst forms of child labor

Unlike with Russia, Global Affairs Canada has not created a sanction list
against individual members of the Ukrainian government, nor its entities,
despite such apparent illegal and unjustifiable human rights abuses. The same
can be said for the other allies who support Ukraine.

This author has twice requested comment from the Media Relations Office of
Global Affairs Canada about these human rights abuses committed by the Ukraine
but has yet to receive their input.



8. Zelenskyy changing laws to suppress Free Speech



As per a January 2, 2023 article titled Zelensky Expands Crackdown on Ukrainian
Media from the Libertarian Institute, President Volodymyr Zelensky has signed on
December 29, 2022, a new bill into law which strengthens government control over
public access to news in Ukraine.

The move was highly criticised and viewed as "authoritarian" by journalist
groups, as observed by The Kyiv Independent.

The Libertarian Institute's article also states that Zelenskyy signed a
presidential decree which nationalized the country's media under martial law
powers invoked shortly after Russia's invasion last year.

And though justification for the new law is said to be to fulfill a requirement
to eventually gain membership in the European Union, the European Federation of
Journalists urged the Ukrainian authorities to withdraw it, stating:

"The coercive regulation envisaged by the bill and in the hands of a regulator
totally controlled by the government is worthy of the worst authoritarian
regimes."

Such legislation brings to mind China's rigid, nearly exclusive, control over
media whereby no dissenting voices are allowed.

The National Union of Journalists of Ukraine added that the law "threatens to
restrict press freedom in the country and would move it away from European Union
standards."

Furthermore, according to Ukraine's Institute of Mass Information, under the
law, the media regulator is likely to be controlled by the incumbent authorities
because its members are appointed by Zelenskyy and the Ukrainian parliament,
where his party has an absolute majority.

As Zelenskyy's political party holds an absolute majority coupled with the
fact that his close friend, Ivan Bakanov, is the Head of Security Service of
Ukraine, it would come as no surprise how easy it would be for them to crush any
dissenting voices. This was the case with the investigative unit Slidstvo.Info
which saw their corruption expose film Offshore 95 about Zelenskyy's offshore
holdings banned and ultimately censored.



9. Suppression of the Church



As per a December 21, 2022, Christianity Today article, the Ukraine, a
supposedly bastion of religious freedom, is moving to possibly outlaw a church:

"President Volodymyr Zelensky began the month by endorsing a draft law to
"make it impossible" for the Ukrainian Orthodox Church (UOC), canonically
linked to Moscow, to operate. His December 1 decree followed raids on several
monasteries under the UOC's jurisdiction."

Sounding either at least partially insane or utterly paranoid, Zelenskyy stated
the following on the matter:

"We will ensure complete independence for our state. In particular, spiritual
independence. We will never allow anyone to build an empire inside the Ukrainian
soul."

Such paranoia has been epitomized and is substantiated by no less than 350
buildings and 850 people being raided or investigated by Zelenskyy's
government.

In a video address, Zelenskyy said "We are doing everything to ensure that no
strings are available to be pulled by the aggressor state that could make
Ukrainian society suffer."

Image: Ukrainian President Volodymyr Zelenskyy during his address. Source:
President of Ukraine office.

Furthermore, under an order issued by Ukraine's Security Council, Zelenskyy
seized assets from Church clergy.

The attacks seem focused on Ukrainian Orthodox Church (UOC) churches. And this,
despite Reverend Mykolay Danylevich, who has often served as a spokesperson for
the Ukrainian Orthodox Church, asserting that the UOC is not Russian.

Though some confusion may exist regarding which specific churches belong to the
Russian or Ukrainian branches, these denominations were united at the
unification council in Kyiv on December 15, 2018. In other words, they are
equally recognised and classified as Eastern Orthodox Churches in the Ukraine
and, in general.

It is worth noting that around two-thirds of Ukrainians identify as Eastern
Orthodox Christians.

Religious freedoms are engrained in the Constitution of Ukraine.

Specifically, we find the following rights [emphasis added for clarity and
relevance]:

* Article 24: Citizens have equal constitutional rights and freedoms and are
equal before the law. There shall be no privileges or restrictions based on
race, colour of skin, political, religious and other beliefs, sex, ethnic and
social origin, property status, place of residence, linguistic or other
characteristics.

* Article 35: Everyone has the right to freedom of personal philosophy and
religion. This right includes the freedom to profess or not to profess any
religion, to perform alone or collectively and without constraint religious
rites and ceremonial rituals, and to conduct religious activity. The Church and
religious organisations in Ukraine are separated from the State.

Accordingly, and with the attacks on numerous UOC churches, Ukrainian President
Volodymyr Zelenskyy is clearly infringing upon these religious institutions as
well as upon rights of roughly two-thirds of his country's citizens.

Apart from independent and religious news outlets, very few mainstream media
outlets have reported on this matter. Equally, apart from the Russian
government, very few countries and its leaders have condemned this religious
persecution.



10. Ukraine's Systemic Corruption Problem



"Welcome to Ukraine, the most corrupt nation in Europe," reads a Guardian
long read headline from February 2015, followed by the lede "While the
conflict with Russia heats up in the east, life for most Ukrainians is marred by
corruption so endemic that even hospitals appear to be infected. Can anyone
clean the country up?"

What is also noteworthy about this long article is that it is not presented as
an opinion or commentary, but rather as a news article.

While there would be way too many aspects to cover with regards to the systemic
corruption that plagues Ukraine, this author will instead highlight but a few.

One such aspect of Ukrainian society that is central to corruption is that of
the oligarchy that is running the nation.

Some of these oligarchs and their abuses have been outlined in this post. In
this respect, The Guardian also noted:

"Ordinary Ukrainians have seen their living standards stagnate, while a
handful of oligarchs have become billionaires."

Two other Guardian articles have outlined such corruption with the latter
specifically examining the country's governance problems.

This second article titled IMF warns Ukraine it will halt $40bn bailout unless
corruption stops from 2016, highlights how the International Monetary Fund (IMF)
would halt its $40 billion bailout program to Ukraine unless the country takes
immediate action to tackle corruption.

"I am concerned about Ukraine's slow progress in improving governance and
fighting corruption, and reducing the influence of vested interests in
policymaking," stated Christine Lagarde who was the IMF's managing director
at the time.

By "reducing the influence of vested interests in policymaking," the IMF
chief was obviously referring to the country's bribery problems in which
oligarchs basically dictate policymaking.

Perhaps what was a little bit ironic about this (and other) statements by
Christine Lagarde, who is now the current head of the European Central Bank
(ECB), is that she, herself, was criminally convicted for corruption in France.
It takes a crook to know one.

A September 23, 2021, press release titled EU support for reforms in Ukraine
ineffective in fighting grand corruption from the European Court of Auditors
commenced with "Grand corruption and state capture are still widespread in
Ukraine despite EU action."

The release continued:

"For more than 20 years, the EU has been supporting Ukraine in its reform
agenda. Tackling corruption, which is a major obstacle to a country's
development and runs counter to EU values, is an integral part of that. Grand
corruption and state capture are endemic in Ukraine; as well as hindering
competition and growth, they also harm the democratic process. Tens of billions
of euros are lost annually as a result of corruption."

For more than 20 years the EU, and more recently, the international community,
has been funnelling billions in cash and weapons into this extremely corrupt
country.

According to Ukraine's own National Agency on Corruption Prevention
(NACP)section on declarations by officials, the criminal, administrative, and
disciplinary offenses are too numerous for any human being to fathom. Here is a
statistical summary of what their own findings indicate (Google translated):

Statistics showing 13,730 instances of asset declaration-related criminal
offenses, 28,690 administrative offenses, and 1,765 disciplinary offences
committed by its officials. Source: Ukraine's National Agency on Corruption
Prevention (NACP)'s Unified State Register database (Google translated).

Where are all these billions going?

Sadly, as evidenced above, much of it has been pilfered by Ukraine's ruling
class, including its president.

Where are the weapons going?

This author could write another section solely devoted to examining this
question. But suffice it to say that this exposition, at nearly 40 pages in
length, has run long enough and has most likely worn the reader's attention
down the pits of desolate despair.

The final point to be made here comes from a Max Blumenthal tweet whereby he
points out that Andrew Milburn, a retired U.S. Marine Colonel, who recently
provided training for troops in the Ukraine referred to the country itself as a
"corrupt, fucked-up society" run by "fucked-up people" (pardon my
French).

This comes from one who is all too familiar with the inner-workings of the
reality that is taking place on the ground near Russia's borders. Having
trained Ukrainian soldiers and having met many of their commanders, coupled with
a deep understanding of the country's history and culture, Milburn undoubtedly
has a firm grasp about the mindset of those carrying out orders from the top.


Conclusion


While this author is no geopolitical expert or authority on the Ukraine, what
has been presented above can nonetheless serve as a primer about the ugly
realities that surround the country whom many deem as being on the right side of
history.

Absolutely, there is no arguing that a tremendous number of Ukrainian citizens
have perished, suffered, and been incredibly affected by this war with Russia,
as have many Russian souls.

But it remains, nevertheless, necessary to present these inconvenient truths
that have been repressed and omitted by the mainstream media, so as to offer a
more complete picture of Ukraine's own role in this conflict, along with those
of NATO, the United States, Canada, and all other governments who support the
former Soviet republic.

Also let this exposition serve as an exhibit for governments around the world,
especially Canada, where this author resides and who believes that countless
billions of our tax payer funds are carelessly being siphoned away to this
corrupt Ukrainian regime rather than being put to better use for Canadians who
are struggling.

Hoping this global collective madness comes to an end in 2023.



---------------------------------------------------------------------------
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How do you trust a government that continuously sidesteps the Constitution and
undermines our rights? You can't.

When you consider all the ways "we the people" are being bullied, beaten,
bamboozled, targeted, tracked, repressed, robbed, impoverished, imprisoned and
killed by the government, one can only conclude that you shouldn't trust the
government with your privacy, your property, your life, or your freedoms.

Consider for yourself.

Don't trust the government with your privacy, digital or otherwise. In the two
decades since 9/11, the military-security industrial complex has operated under
a permanent state of emergency that, in turn, has given rise to a digital prison
that grows more confining and inescapable by the day. Wall-to wall surveillance,
monitored by AI software and fed to a growing network of fusion centers, render
the twin concepts of privacy and anonymity almost void. By conspiring with
corporations, the Department of Homeland Security "fueled a massive influx of
money into surveillance and policing in our cities, under a banner of emergency
response and counterterrorism." For instance, all across the country, police
are installing Flock Safety license plate readers as part of a public-private
partnership program between police and the surveillance industry. These cameras,
which upload data in real time to fusion crime centers, signal a turning point
in the transition from a police state to a police-driven surveillance state.

Don't trust the government with your property. In yet another effort to
legitimize warrantless searches, police are employing "hit-and-hold" tactics
in which police enter a home, carry out an initial sweep of the property,
handcuff the occupants, then wait for official search warrants to be secured and
applied retroactively. In the meantime, police have managed to bypass the Fourth
Amendment. The rationale, to prevent possible destruction of evidence, is the
same one used to deadly effect with no-knock raids. If government agents can
invade your home, break down your doors, kill your dog, damage your furnishings
and terrorize your family, your property is no longer private and secure-it
belongs to the government. Hard-working Americans are having their bank
accounts, homes, cars electronics and cash seized by police under the assumption
that they have allegedly been associated with some criminal scheme.

Don't trust the government with your finances. The U.S. government-and that
includes the current administration-is spending money it doesn't have on
programs it can't afford, and "we the taxpayers" are being forced to foot
the bill for the government's fiscal insanity. The national debt is $31.3
trillion and growing, and we're paying more than $300 billion in interest
every year on that public debt, yet there seems to be no end in sight when it
comes to the government's fiscal insanity. According to Forbes, Congress has
raised, extended or revised the definition of the debt limit 78 times since 1960
in order to allow the government to essentially fund its existence with a credit
card.

Don't trust the government with your health. For all intents and purposes,
"we the people" have become lab rats in the government's secret
experiments, which include MKULTRA and the U.S. military's secret race-based
testing of mustard gas on more than 60,000 enlisted men. Indeed, you don't
have to dig very deep or go very back in the nation's history to uncover
numerous cases in which the government deliberately conducted secret experiments
on an unsuspecting populace-citizens and noncitizens alike-making healthy
people sick by spraying them with chemicals, injecting them with infectious
diseases and exposing them to airborne toxins. Unfortunately, the public has
become so easily distracted by the political spectacle out of Washington, DC,
that they are altogether oblivious to the grisly experiments, barbaric behavior
and inhumane conditions that have become synonymous with the U.S. government,
which has meted out untold horrors against humans and animals alike.

Don't trust the government with your life: At a time when growing numbers of
unarmed people have been shot and killed for just standing a certain way, or
moving a certain way, or holding something-anything-that police could
misinterpret to be a gun, or igniting some trigger-centric fear in a police
officer's mind that has nothing to do with an actual threat to their safety,
even the most benign encounters with police can have fatal consequences. The
number of Americans killed by police continues to grow, with the majority of
those killed as a result of police encounters having been suspected of a
non-violent offense or no crime at all, or during a traffic violation. According
a report by Mapping Police Violence, police killed more people in 2022 than any
other year within the past decade. In 98% of those killings, police were not
charged with a crime.

Don't trust the government with your freedoms. For years now, the government
has been playing a cat-and-mouse game with the American people, letting us enjoy
just enough freedom to think we are free but not enough to actually allow us to
live as a free people. Freedom no longer means what it once did. This holds true
whether you're talking about the right to criticize the government in word or
deed, the right to be free from government surveillance, the right to not have
your person or your property subjected to warrantless searches by government
agents, the right to due process, the right to be safe from militarized police
invading your home, the right to be innocent until proven guilty and every other
right that once reinforced the founders' belief that this would be "a
government of the people, by the people and for the people." On paper, we may
be technically free, but in reality, we are only as free as a government
official may allow.

Whatever else it may be-a danger, a menace, a threat-the U.S. government is
certainly not looking out for our best interests, nor is it in any way a friend
to freedom.

Remember the purpose of a good government is to protect the lives and liberties
of its people.

Unfortunately, what we have been saddled with is, in almost every regard, the
exact opposite of an institution dedicated to protecting the lives and liberties
of its people.

As I make clear in my book Battlefield America: The War on the American People
and in its fictional counterpart The Erik Blair Diaries, "we the people"
should have learned early on that a government that repeatedly lies, cheats,
steals, spies, kills, maims, enslaves, breaks the laws, overreaches its
authority, and abuses its power at almost every turn can't be trusted.




------------------------------------------------------------------------
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This article by Professor James Tracy first published in August 2015 is of
particular relevance in relation to the "fake news" campaign directed
against the alternative and independent media.

In a bitter irony, the media coverup of the CIA's covert support to Al Qaeda
and the ISIS is instrumented by the CIA which also oversees the mainstream
media.

Since the end of World War Two the Central Intelligence Agency has been a major
force in US and foreign news media, exerting considerable influence over what
the public sees, hears and reads on a regular basis. CIA publicists and
journalists alike will assert they have few, if any, relationships, yet the
seldom acknowledged history of their intimate collaboration indicates a far
different story-indeed, one that media historians are reluctant to examine.

When seriously practiced, the journalistic profession involves gathering
information concerning individuals, locales, events, and issues. In theory such
information informs people about their world, thereby strengthening
"democracy." This is exactly the reason why news organizations and
individual journalists are tapped as assets by intelligence agencies and, as the
experiences of German journalist Udo Ulfkotte (entry 47 below) suggest, this
practice is at least as widespread today as it was at the height of the Cold
War.

Consider the coverups of election fraud in 2000 and 2004, the events of
September 11, 2001, the invasions Afghanistan and Iraq, the destabilization of
Syria, and the creation of "ISIS." These are among the most significant
events in recent world history, and yet they are also those much of the American
public is wholly ignorant of. In an era where information and communication
technologies are ubiquitous, prompting many to harbor the illusion of being
well-informed, one must ask why this condition persists.

Further, why do prominent US journalists routinely fail to question other deep
events that shape America's tragic history over the past half century, such as
the political assassinations of the 1960s, or the central role played by the CIA
major role in international drug trafficking?

Popular and academic commentators have suggested various reasons for the almost
universal failure of mainstream journalism in these areas, including newsroom
sociology, advertising pressure, monopoly ownership, news organizations' heavy
reliance on "official" sources, and journalists' simple quest for career
advancement. There is also, no doubt, the influence of professional public
relations maneuvers. Yet such a broad conspiracy of silence suggests another
province of deception examined far too infrequently-specifically the CIA and
similar intelligence agencies' continued involvement in the news media to mold
thought and opinion in ways scarcely imagined by the lay public.

The following historical and contemporary facts-by no means
exhaustive-provides a glimpse of how the power such entities possess to
influence if not determine popular memory and what respectable institutions deem
to be the historical record.

1. The CIA's Operation MOCKINGBIRD is a long-recognised keystone among
researchers pointing to the Agency's clear interest in and relationship to
major US news media. MOCKINGBIRD grew out of the CIA's forerunner, the Office
for Strategic Services (OSS, 1942-47), which during World War Two had
established a network of journalists and psychological warfare experts
operating primarily in the European theatre.

2. Many of the relationships forged under OSS auspices were carried over into
the postwar era through a State Department-run organization called the Office
of Policy Coordination (OPC) overseen by OSS staffer Frank Wisner.

3. The OPC "became the fastest-growing unit within the nascent CIA,"
historian Lisa Pease observes, "rising in personnel from 302 in 1949 to 2,812
in 1952, along with 3,142 overseas contract personnel. In the same period, the
budget rose from $4.7 million to $82 million." Lisa Pease, "The Media and
the Assassination," in James DiEugenio and Lisa Pease, The Assassinations:
Probe Magazine on JFK, MLK, RFK and Malcolm X, Port Townsend, WA, 2003, 300.

4. Like many career CIA officers, eventual CIA Director/Director of Central
Intelligence (DCI) Richard Helms was recruited out of the press corps by his
own supervisor at the United Press International's Berlin Bureau to join in
the OSS's fledgling "black propaganda" program. "`[Y]ou're a
natural," Helms' boss remarked. Richard Helms, A Look Over My Shoulder: A
Life in the Central Intelligence Agency, New York: Random House, 2003, 30-31.

5. Wisner tapped Marshall Plan funds to pay for his division's early exploits,
money his branch referred to as "candy." "We couldn't spend it all,"
CIA agent Gilbert Greenway recalls. "I remember once meeting with Wisner and
the comptroller. My God, I said, how can we spend that? There were no limits,
and nobody had to account for it. It was amazing." Frances Stonor Saunders,
The Cultural Cold War: The CIA and the World of Arts and Letters, New York: The
New Press, 2000, 105.

6. When the OPC was merged with the Office of Special Operations in 1948 to
create the CIA, OPC's media assets were likewise absorbed.

7. Wisner maintained the top secret "Propaganda Assets Inventory," better
known as "Wisner's Wurlitzer"-a virtual rolodex of over 800 news and
information entities prepared to play whatever tune Wisner chose. "The network
included journalists, columnists, book publishers, editors, entire
organizations such as Radio Free Europe, and stringers across multiple news
organizations." Pease, "The Media and the Assassination," 300.

8. A few years after Wisner's operation was up-and-running he "'owned'
respected members of the New York Times, Newsweek, CBS, and other communication
vehicles, plus stringers, four to six hundred in all, according to a CIA
analyst. Each one was a separate `operation,'" investigative journalist
Deborah Davis notes, "requiring a code name, a field supervisor, and a field
office, at an annual cost of tens or hundreds of thousands of dollars-there
has never been an accurate accounting." Deborah Davis, Katharine the Great:
Katharine Graham and the Washington Post, Second Edition, Bethesda MD: National
Press Inc, 1987, 139.

9. Psychological operations in the form of journalism were perceived as
necessary to influence and direct mass opinion, as well as elite perspectives.
"[T]he President of the United States, the Secretary of State, Congressmen and
even the Director of the CIA himself will read, believe, and be impressed by a
report from Cy Sulzberger, Arnaud de Borchgrave, or Stewart Alsop when they
don't even bother to read a CIA report on the same subject," noted CIA agent
Miles Copeland. Cited in Pease, "The Media and the Assassination," 301.

10. By the mid-to-late 1950s, Darrell Garwood points out, the Agency sought to
limit criticism directed against covert activity and bypass congressional
oversight or potential judicial interference by "infiltrat[ing] the groves of
academia, the missionary corps, the editorial boards of influential journal and
book publishers, and any other quarters where public attitudes could be
effectively influenced." Darrell Garwood, Under Cover: Thirty-Five Years of
CIA Deception, New York: Grove Press, 1985, 250.

11. The CIA frequently intercedes in editorial decision-making. For example,
when the Agency proceeded to wage an overthrow of the Arbenz regime in
Guatemala in 1954, Allen and John Foster Dulles, President Eisenhower's
Secretary of State and CIA Director respectively, called upon New York Times
publisher Arthur Hays Sulzberger to reassign reporter Sydney Gruson from
Guatemala to Mexico City. Sulzberger thus placed Gruson in Mexico City with the
rationale that some repercussions from the revolution might be felt in Mexico.
Pease, "The Media and the Assassination," 302.

12. Since the early 1950s the CIA "has secretly bankrolled numerous foreign
press services, periodicals and newspapers-both English and foreign
language-which provided excellent cover for CIA operatives," Carl Bernstein
reported in 1977. "One such publication was the Rome Daily American, forty
percent of which was owned by the CIA until the 1970s." Carl Bernstein,
"The CIA and the Media," Rolling Stone, October 20, 1977.

13. The CIA exercised informal liaisons with news media executives, in contrast
to its relationships with salaried reporters and stringers, "who were much
more subject to direction from the Agency" according to Bernstein. "A few
executives-Arthur Hays Sulzberger of the New York Times among them-signed
secrecy agreements. But such formal understandings were rare: relationships
between Agency officials and media executives were usually social-'The P and
Q Street axis in Georgetown,' said one source. `You don't tell William
Paley to sign a piece of paper saying he won't fink.'" Director of CBS
William Paley's personal "friendship with CIA Director Dulles is now known
to have been one of the most influential and significant in the communications
industry," author Debora Davis explains. "He provided cover for CIA agents,
supplied out-takes of news film, permitted the debriefing of reporters, and in
many ways set the standard for the cooperation between the CIA and major
broadcast companies which lasted until the mid-1970s." Deborah Davis,
Katharine the Great: Katharine Graham and the Washington Post, Second Edition,
Bethesda MD: National Press Inc, 1987, 175.

14. "The Agency's relationship with the Times was by far its most valuable
among newspapers, according to CIA officials," Bernstein points out in his
key 1977 article. "From 1950 to 1966, about ten CIA employees were provided
Times cover under arrangements approved by the newspaper's late publisher,
Arthur Hays Sulzberger. The cover arrangements were part of a general Times
policy-set by Sulzberger-to provide assistance to the CIA whenever
possible." In addition, Sulzberger was a close friend of CIA Director Allen
Dulles. "'At that level of contact it was the mighty talking to the
mighty,' said a high-level CIA official who was present at some of the
discussions. `There was an agreement in principle that, yes indeed, we would
help each other. The question of cover came up on several occasions. It was
agreed that the actual arrangements would be handled by subordinates.... The
mighty didn't want to know the specifics; they wanted plausible
deniability.'" Bernstein, "The CIA and the Media."

15. CBS's Paley worked reciprocally with the CIA, allowing the Agency to
utilize network resources and personnel. "It was a form of assistance that a
number of wealthy persons are now generally known to have rendered the CIA
through their private interests," veteran broadcast journalist Daniel Schorr
wrote in 1977. "It suggested to me, however, that a relationship of
confidence and trust had existed between him and the agency." Schorr points to
"clues indicating that CBS had been infiltrated." For example, "A news
editor remembered the CIA officer who used to come to the radio control room in
New York in the early morning, and, with the permission of persons unknown,
listened to CBS correspondents around the world recording their `spots' for
the `World News Roundup' and discussing events with the editor on duty. Sam
Jaffe claimed that when he applied in 1955 for a job with CBS, a CIA officer
told him that he would be hired-which he subsequently was. He was told that
he would be sent to Moscow-which he subsequently was; he was assigned in 1960
to cover the trial of U-2 pilot Francis Gary Powers. [Richard] Salant told
me," Schorr continues, "that when he first became president of CBS News in
1961, a CIA case officer called saying he wanted to continue the `long
standing relationship known to Paley and [CBS president Frank] Stanton, but
Salant was told by Stanton there was no obligation that he knew of" (276).
Schorr, Daniel. Clearing the Air, Boston: Houghton Mifflin, 1977, 277, 276.

16. National Enquirer publisher Gene Pope Jr. worked briefly on the CIA's
Italy desk in the early 1950s and maintained close ties with the Agency
thereafter. Pope refrained from publishing dozens of stories with "details of
CIA kidnappings and murders, enough stuff for a year's worth of headlines"
in order to "collect chits, IOUs," Pope's son writes. "He figured
he'd never know when he might need them, and those IOUs would come in handy
when he got to 20 million circulation. When that happened, he'd have the
voice to be almost his own branch of government and would need the cover."
Paul David Pope, The Deeds of My Fathers: How My Grandfather and Father Built
New York and Created the Tabloid World of Today, New York: Phillip
Turner/Rowman & Littlefield, 2010, 309, 310.

17. One explosive story Pope's National Enquirer`s refrained from publishing
in the late 1970s centered on excerpts from a long-sought after diary of
President Kennedy's lover, Mary Pinchot Meyer, who was murdered on October 12,
1964. "The reporters who wrote the story were even able to place James Jesus
Angleton, the CIA's head of counterintelligence operations, at the scene."
Another potential story drew on "documents proving that [Howard] Hughes and
the CIA had been connected for years and that the CIA was giving Hughes money
to secretly fund, with campaign donations, twenty-seven congressmen and
senators who sat on sub-committees critical to the agency. There are also
fifty-three international companies named and sourced as CIA fronts .. and even
a list of reporters for mainstream media organizations who were playing ball
with the agency." Pope, The Deeds of My Fathers, 309.

18. Angleton, who oversaw the Agency counterintelligence branch for 25 years,
"ran a completely independent group entirely separate cadre of
journalist-operatives who performed sensitive and frequently dangerous
assignments; little is known about this group for the simple reason that
Angleton deliberately kept only the vaguest of files." Bernstein, "The CIA
and the Media."

19. The CIA conducted a "formal training program" during the 1950s for the
sole purpose of instructing its agents to function as newsmen. "Intelligence
officers were `taught to make noises like reporters,' explained a high CIA
official, and were then placed in major news organizations with help from
management. These were the guys who went through the ranks and were told
`You're going to he a journalist,'" the CIA official said." The
Agency's preference, however, was to engage journalists who were already
established in the industry. Bernstein, "The CIA and the Media."

20. Newspaper columnists and broadcast journalists with household names have
been known to maintain close ties with the Agency. "There are perhaps a dozen
well known columnists and broadcast commentators whose relationships with the
CIA go far beyond those normally maintained between reporters and their
sources," Bernstein maintains. "They are referred to at the Agency as
`known assets' and can be counted on to perform a variety of undercover
tasks; they are considered receptive to the Agency's point of view on various
subjects." Bernstein, "The CIA and the Media."

21. Frank Wisner, Allen Dulles, and Washington Post publisher Phillip Graham
were close associates, and the Post developed into one of the most influential
news organs in the United States due to its ties with the CIA. The Post
managers' "individual relations with intelligence had in fact been the
reason the Post Company had grown as fast as it did after the war," Davis
(172) observes. "[T]heir secrets were its corporate secrets, beginning with
MOCKINGBIRD. Phillip Graham's commitment to intelligence had given his
friends Frank Wisner an interest in helping to make the Washington Post the
dominant news vehicle in Washington, which they had done by assisting with its
two most crucial acquisitions, the Times-Herald and WTOP radio and television
stations." Davis, Katharine the Great: Katharine Graham and the Washington
Post, 172.

22. In the wake of World War One the Woodrow Wilson administration placed
journalist and author Walter Lippmann in charge of recruiting agents for the
Inquiry, a first-of-its-kind ultra-secret civilian intelligence organization
whose role involved ascertaining information to prepare Wilson for the peace
negotiations, as well as identify foreign natural resources for Wall Street
speculators and oil companies. The activities of this organization served as a
prototype for the function eventually performed by the CIA, namely "planning,
collecting, digesting, and editing the raw data," notes historian Servando
Gonzalez. "This roughly corresponds to the CIA's intelligence cycle:
planning and direction, collection, processing, production and analysis, and
dissemination." Most Inquiry members would later become members of the
Council on Foreign Relations. Lippmann would go on to become the Washington
Post's best known columnists. Servando Gonzalez, Psychological Warfare and
the New World Order: The Secret War Against the American People, Oakland, CA:
Spooks Books, 2010, 50.

23. The two most prominent US newsweeklies, Time and Newsweek, kept close ties
with the CIA. "Agency files contain written agreements with former foreign
correspondents and stringers for both the weekly newsmagazines," according to
Carl Bernstein. "Allen Dulles often interceded with his good friend, the late
Henry Luce, founder of Time and Life magazines, who readily allowed certain
members of his staff to work for the Agency and agreed to provide jobs and
credentials for other CIA operatives who lacked journalistic experience."
Bernstein, "The CIA and the Media."

24. In his autobiography former CIA officer E. Howard Hunt quotes Bernstein's
"The CIA and the Media" article at length. "I know nothing to contradict
this report," Hunt declares, suggesting the investigative journalist of
Watergate fame didn't go far enough. "Bernstein further identified some of
the country's top media executives as being valuable assets to the agency ...
But the list of organizations that cooperated with the agency was a veritable
`Who's Who' of the media industry, including ABC, NBC, the Associated
Press, UPI, Reuters, Hearst Newspapers, Scripps-Howard, Newsweek magazine, and
others." E. Howard Hunt, American Spy: My Secret History in the CIA,
Watergate, and Beyond, Hoboken NJ: John Wiley & Sons, 2007, 150.

25. When the first major expose of the CIA emerged in 1964 with the publication
of The Invisible Government by journalists David Wise and Thomas B. Ross, the
CIA considered purchasing the entire printing to keep the book from the public,
yet in the end judged against it. "To an extent that is only beginning to be
perceived, this shadow government is shaping the lives of 190,000,000
Americans" authors Wise and Ross write in the book's preamble. "Major
decisions involving peace and war are taking place out of public view. An
informed citizen might come to suspect that the foreign policy of the United
States often works publicly in one direction and secretly through the Invisible
Government in just the opposite direction."Lisa Pease, "When the CIA's
Empire Struck Back," Consortiumnews.com, February 6, 2014.

26. Agency infiltration of the news media shaped public perception of deep
events and undergirded the official explanations of such events. For example,
the Warren Commission's report on President John F. Kennedy's assassination
was met with almost unanimous approval by US media outlets. "I have never
seen an official report greeted with such universal praise as that accorded the
Warren Commission's findings when they were made public on September 24,
1964," recalls investigative reporter Fred Cook. "All the major television
networks devoted special programs and analyses to the report; the next day the
newspapers ran long columns detailing its findings, accompanied by special news
analyses and editorials. The verdict was unanimous. The report answered all
questions, left no room for doubt. Lee Harvey Oswald, alone and unaided, had
assassinated the president of the United States." Fred J. Cook, Maverick:
Fifty Years of Investigative Reporting, G.P. Putnam's Sons, 1984, 276.

27. In late 1966 the New York Times began an inquiry on the numerous questions
surrounding President Kennedy's assassination that were not satisfactorily
dealt with by the Warren Commission. "It was never completed," author Jerry
Policoff observes, "nor would the New York Times ever again question the
findings of the Warren Commission." When the story was being developed the
lead reporter at the Times` Houston bureau "said that he and others came up
with `a lot of unanswered questions' that the Times didn't bother to
pursue. `I'd be off on a good lead and then somebody'd call me off and
send me out to California on another story or something. We never really
detached anyone for this. We weren't really serious.'" Jerry Policoff,
"The Media and the Murder of John Kennedy," in Peter Dale Scott, Paul L.
Hoch and Russell Stetler, eds., The Assassinations: Dallas and Beyond, New
York: Vintage, 1976, 265.

28. When New Orleans District Attorney Jim Garrison embarked on an investigation
of the JFK assassination in 1966 centering on Lee Harvey Oswald's presence in
New Orleans in the months leading up to November, 22, 1963, "he was
cross-whipped with two hurricane blasts, one from Washington and one from New
York," historian James DiEugenio explains. The first, of course, was from the
government, specifically the Central Intelligence Agency, the FBI, and to a
lesser extent, the White House. The blast from New York was from the major
mainstream media e.g. Time-Life and NBC. Those two communication giants were
instrumental in making Garrison into a lightening rod for ridicule and
criticism. This orchestrated campaign ... was successful in diverting attention
from what Garrison was uncovering by creating controversy about the DA
himself." DiEugenio, Preface, in William Davy, Let Justice Be Done: New Light
on the Jim Garrison Investigation, Reston VA: Jordan Publishing, 1999.

29. The CIA and other US intelligence agencies used the news media to sabotage
Garrison's 1966-69 independent investigation of the Kennedy assassination.
Garrison presided over the only law enforcement agency with subpoena power to
seriously delve into the intricate details surrounding JFK's murder. One of
Garrison's key witnesses, Gordon Novel, fled New Orleans to avoid testifying
before the Grand Jury assembled by Garrison. According to DiEugenio, CIA
Director Allen "Dulles and the Agency would begin to connect the fugitive
from New Orleans with over a dozen CIA friendly journalists who-in a blatant
attempt to destroy Garrison's reputation-would proceed to write up the most
outrageous stories imaginable about the DA." James DiEugenio, Destiny
Betrayed: JFK, Cuba, and The Garrison Case, Second Edition, New York: SkyHorse
Publishing, 2012, 235.

30. CIA officer Victor Marchetti recounted to author William Davy that in 1967
while attending staff meetings as an assistant to then-CIA Director Richard
Helms, "Helms expressed great concerns over [former OSS officer, CIA operative
and primary suspect in Jim Garrison's investigation Clay] Shaw's
predicament, asking his staff, `Are we giving them all the help we can down
there?'" William Davy, Let Justice Be Done: New Light on the Jim Garrison
Investigation, Reston VA: Jordan Publishing, 1999.

31. The pejorative dimensions of the term "conspiracy theory" were
introduced into the Western lexicon by CIA "media assets," as evidenced in
the design laid out by Document 1035-960 Concerning Criticism of the Warren
Report, an Agency communique issued in early 1967 to Agency bureaus throughout
the world at a time when attorney Mark Lane's Rush to Judgment was atop
bestseller lists and New Orleans DA Garrison's investigation of the Kennedy
assassination began to gain traction.

32. Time had close relations with the CIA stemming from the friendship of the
magazine's publisher Henry Luce and Eisenhower CIA chief Allen Dulles. When
former newsman Richard Helms was appointed DCI in 1966 he "began to cultivate
the press," prompting journalists toward conclusions that placed the Agency
in a positive light. As Time Washington correspondent Hugh Sidney recollects,
"`[w]ith [John] McCone and [Richard] Helms, we had a set-up when the
magazine was doing something on the CIA, we went to them and put it before them
... We were never misled.' Similarly, when Newsweek decided in the fall of
1971 to do a cover story on Richard Helms and `The New Espionage,' the
magazine, according to a Newsweek staffer, went directly to the agency for much
of the information. And the article ... generally reflected the line that Helms
was trying so hard to sell: that since the latter 1960s ... the focus of
attention and prestige within CIA' had switched from the Clandestine Services
to the analysis of intelligence, and that `the vast majority of recruits are
bound for' the Intelligence Directorate." Victor Marchetti and John D.
Marks, The CIA and the Cult of Intelligence, New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 1974,
362-363.

33. In 1970 Jim Garrison wrote and published the semi-autobiographical A
Heritage of Stone, a work that examines how the New Orleans DA "discovered
that the CIA operated within the borders of the United States, and how it took
the CIA six months to reply to the Warren Commission's question of whether
Oswald and [Jack] Ruby had been with the Agency," Garrison biographer and
Temple University humanities professor Joan Mellen observes. "In response to A
Heritage of Stone, the CIA rounded up its media assets" and the book was
panned by reviewers writing for the New York Times, the Los Angeles Times, the
Washington Post, the Chicago Sun Times, and Life magazine. "John Leonard's
New York Times review went through a metamorphosis," Mellen explains. "The
original last paragraph challenged the Warren Report: `Something stinks about
this whole affair,' Leonard wrote. `Why were Kennedy's neck organs not
examined at Bethesda for evidence of a frontal shot? Why was his body whisked
away to Washington before the legally required Texas inquest? Why?' This
paragraph evaporated in later editions of the Times. A third of a column gone,
the review then ended: `Frankly I prefer to believe that the Warren
Commission did a poor job, rather than a dishonest one. I like to think that
Garrison invents monsters to explain incompetence.'" Joan Mellen, A Farewell
to Justice: Jim Garrison, JFK's Assassination, and the Case That Should Have
Changed History, Washington DC: Potomac Books, 2005, 323, 324.

34. CIA Deputy Director for Plans Cord Meyer Jr. appealed to Harper & Row
president emeritus Cass Canfield Sr. over the book publisher's pending
release of Alfred McCoy's The Politics of Heroin in Southeast Asia, based on
the author's fieldwork and Yale PhD dissertation wherein he examined the
CIA's explicit role in the opium trade. "Claiming my book was a threat to
national security," McCoy recalls, "the CIA official had asked Harper & Row
to suppress it. To his credit, Mr. Canfield had refused. But he had agreed to
review the manuscript prior to publication." Alfred W. McCoy, The Politics of
Heroin: CIA Complicity in the Global Drug Trade, Chicago Review Press, 2003, xx.

35. Publication of The Secret Team, a book by US Air Force Colonel and
Pentagon-CIA liaison L. Fletcher Prouty recounting the author's firsthand
knowledge of CIA black operations and espionage, was met with a wide scale
censorship campaign in 1972. "The campaign to kill the book was nationwide
and world-wide," Prouty notes. "It was removed from the Library of Congress
and from college libraries as letters I received attested all too frequently ...
I was a writer whose book had been cancelled by a major publisher [Prentice
Hall] and a major paperback publisher [Ballantine Books] under the persuasive
hand of the CIA." L. Fletcher Prouty, The Secret Team: The CIA and Its Allies
in Control of the United States and the World, New York: SkyHorse Publishing,
2008, xii, xv.

36. During the Pike Committee hearings in 1975 Congressman Otis Pike asked DCI
William Colby, "Do you have any people paid by the CIA who are working for
television networks?" Colby responded, "This, I think, gets into the kind of
details, Mr. Chairman, that I'd like to get into in executive session."
Once the chamber was cleared Colby admitted that in 1975 specifically "the
CIA was using `media cover' for eleven agents, many fewer than in the heyday
of the cloak-and-pencil operations, but no amount of questioning would persuade
him to talk about the publishers and network chieftains who had cooperated at
the top." Schorr, Clearing the Air, 275.

37. "There is quite an incredible spread of relationships," former CIA
intelligence officer William Bader informed a US Senate Intelligence Committee
investigating the CIA's infiltration of the nation's journalistic outlets.
"You don't need to manipulate Time magazine, for example, because there are
Agency people at the management level." Bernstein, "The CIA and the
Media."

38. In 1985 film historian and professor Joseph McBride came across a November
29, 1963 memorandum from J. Edgar Hoover, titled, "Assassination of President
John F. Kennedy," wherein the FBI director stated that his agency provided two
individuals with briefings, one of whom was "Mr. George Bush of the Central
Intelligence Agency." " When McBride queried the CIA with the memo a "PR
man was tersely formal and opaque: `I can neither confirm nor deny.' It was
the standard response the agency gave when it dealt with its sources and
methods," journalist Russ Baker notes. When McBride published a story in The
Nation, "The Man Who Wasn't There, `George Bush,' C.I.A. Operative,"
the CIA came forward with a statement that the George Bush referenced in the
FBI record "apparently" referenced a George William Bush, who filled a
perfunctory night shift position at CIA headquarters that "would have been the
appropriate place to receive such a report." McBride tracked down George
William Bush to confirm he was only employed briefly as a "probationary civil
servant" who had "never received interagency briefings." Shortly
thereafter The Nation ran a second story by McBride wherein "the author
provided evidence that the Central Intelligence Agency had foisted a lie on the
American people ... As with McBride's previous story, this disclosure was
greeted with the equivalent of a collective media yawn." Since the episode
researchers have found documents linking George H. W. Bush to the CIA as early
as 1953. Russ Baker, Family of Secrets: The Bush Dynasty, America's Invisible
Government, and the Hidden History of the Last Fifty Years, New York:
Bloomsbury Press, 2009, 7-12.

39. Operation Gladio, the well-documented collaboration between Western spy
agencies, including the CIA, and NATO involving coordinated terrorist shootings
and bombings of civilian targets throughout Europe from the late 1960s through
the 1980s, has been effectively expunged from major mainstream news outlets. A
LexisNexis Academic search conducted in 2012 for "Operation Gladio"
retrieved 31 articles in English language news media-most appearing in British
newspapers. Only four articles discussing Gladio ever appeared in US
publications-three in the New York Times and one brief mention in the Tampa
Bay Times. With the exception of a 2009 BBC documentary, no network or cable
news broadcast has ever referenced the state-sponsored terror operation. Almost
all of the articles referencing Gladio appeared in 1990 when Italian Prime
Minister Giulio Andreotti publicly admitted Italy's participation in the
process. The New York Times downplayed any US involvement, misleadingly
designating Gladio "an Italian creation" in a story buried on page A16. In
reality, former CIA director William Colby revealed in his memoirs that covert
paramilitaries were a significant agency undertaking set up after World War II,
including "the smallest possible coterie of the most reliable people, in
Washington [and] NATO." James F. Tracy, "False Flag Terror and Conspiracies
of Silence," Global Research, August 10, 2012.

40. Days before the April 19, 1995 bombing of the Alfred P. Murrah Federal
Building in Oklahoma City DCI William Colby confided to his friend, Nebraska
State Senator John DeCamp his personal concerns over the Militia and Patriot
movement within the United States, then surging in popularity due to the use of
the alternative media of that era-books, periodicals, cassette tapes, and
radio broadcasts. "I watched as the Anti-War movement rendered it impossible
for this country to conduct or win the Vietnam War," Colby remarked. "I
tell you, dear friend, that the Militia and Patriot movement in which, as an
attorney, you have become one of the centerpieces, is far more significant and
far more dangerous for American than the Anti-War movement ever was, if it is
not intelligently dealt with. And I really mean this." David Hoffman, The
Oklahoma City Bombing and the Politics of Terror, Venice CA: Feral House, 1998,
367.

41. Shortly after the appearance of journalist Gary Webb's "Dark Alliance"
series in the San Jose Mercury News chronicling the Agency's involvement in
drug trafficking, the CIA's public affairs division embarked on a campaign to
counter what it termed "a genuine public relations crisis for the Agency."
Webb was merely reporting to a large audience what had already been well
documented by scholars such as Alfred McCoy and Peter Dale Scott, and the 1989
Kerry Committee Report on Iran-Contra-that the CIA had long been involved in
the illegal transnational drug trade. Such findings were upheld in 1999 in a
study by the CIA inspector general. Nevertheless, beginning shortly after
Webb's series ran, "CIA media spokesmen would remind reporters seeking
comment that this series represented no real news," a CIA internal organ
noted, "in that similar charges were made in the 1980s and were investigated
by the Congress and were found to be without substance. Reporters were
encouraged to read the "Dark Alliance' series closely and with a critical
eye to what allegations could actually be backed with evidence."
http://www.foia.cia.gov/sites/default/files/DOC_0001372115.pdf

42. On December 10, 2004 investigative journalist Gary Webb died of two .38
caliber gunshot wounds to the head. The coroner ruled the death a suicide.
"Gary Webb was MURDERED," concluded FBI senior special agent Ted Gunderson
in 2005. "He (Webb) resisted the first shot [to the head that exited via jaw]
so he was shot again with the second shot going into the head [brain]."
Gunderson regards the theory that Webb could have managed to shoot himself twice
as "impossible!" Charlene Fassa, "Gary Webb: More Pieces in the Suicided
Puzzle," Rense.com, December 11, 2005.

43. The most revered journalists who receive "exclusive" information and
access to the corridors of power are typically the most subservient to
officialdom and often have intelligence ties. Those granted such access
understand that they must likewise uphold government-sanctioned narratives. For
example, the New York Times' Tom Wicker reported on November 22, 1963 that
President John F. Kennedy "was hit by a bullet in the throat, just below the
Adam's apple." Yet his account went to press before the official story of a
single assassin shooting from the rear became established. Wicker was chastised
through "lost access, complaints to editors and publishers, social penalties,
leaks to competitors, a variety of responses no one wants." Barrie Zwicker,
Towers of Deception: The Media Coverup of 9/11, Gabrioloa Island, BC: New
Society Publishers, 2006, 169-170.

44. The CIA actively promotes a desirable public image of its history and
function by advising the production of Hollywood vehicles, such as Argo and
Zero Dark Thirty. The Agency retains "entertainment industry liaison
officers" on its staff that "plant positive images about itself (in other
words, propaganda) through our most popular forms of entertainment," Tom
Hayden explains in the LA Review of Books. "So natural has the
CIA-entertainment connection become that few question its legal or moral
ramifications. This is a government agency like no other; the truth of its
operations is not subject to public examination. When the CIA's hidden
persuaders influence a Hollywood movie, it is using a popular medium to spin as
favorable an image of itself as possible, or at least, prevent an unfavorable
one from taking hold." Tom Hayden, "Review of The CIA in Hollywood: How the
Agency Shapes Film and Television by Tricia Jenkins," LA Review of Books,
February 24, 2013,

45. Former CIA case officer Robert David Steele states that CIA manipulation of
news media is "worse" in the 2010s than in the late 1970s when Bernstein
wrote "The CIA and the Media." "The sad thing is that the CIA is very able
to manipulate [the media] and it has financial arrangements with media, with
Congress, with all others. But the other half of that coin is that the media is
lazy." James Tracy interview with Robert David Steele, August 2, 2014,

46. A well-known fact is that broadcast journalist Anderson Cooper interned for
the CIA while attending Yale as an undergraduate in the late 1980s. According
to Wikipedia Cooper's great uncle, William Henry Vanderbilt III, was an
Executive Officer of the Special Operations Branch of the OSS under the spy
organization's founder William "Wild Bill" Donovan. While Wikipedia is an
often dubious source, Vanderbilt's OSS involvement would be in keeping with
the OSS/CIA reputation of taking on highly affluent personnel for overseas
derring-do. William Henry Vanderbilt III, Wikipedia.

47. Veteran German journalist Udo Ulfkotte, author of the 2014 book Gekaufte
Journalisten (Bought Journalists) revealed how under the threat of job
termination he was routinely compelled to publish articles written by
intelligence agents using his byline. "I ended up publishing articles under
my own name written by agents of the CIA and other intelligence services,
especially the German secret service," Ulfkotte explained in a recent
interview with Russia Today. "German Journo: European Media Writing Pro-US
Stories Under CIA Pressure," RT, October 18, 2014.

48. In 1999 the CIA established In-Q-Tel, a venture capital firm seeking to
"identify and invest in companies developing cutting-edge information
technologies that serve United States national security interests." The firm
has exercised financial relationships with internet platforms Americans use on
a routine basis, including Google and Facebook. "If you want to keep up with
Silicon Valley, you need to become part of Silicon Valley," says Jim Rickards,
an adviser to the U.S. intelligence community familiar with In-Q-Tel's
activities. "The best way to do that is have a budget because when you have a
checkbook, everyone comes to you." At one point IQT "catered largely to the
needs of the CIA." Today, however, "the firm supports many of the 17
agencies within the U.S. intelligence community, including the National
Geospatial-Intelligence Agency (NGA), the Defense Intelligence Agency (DIA) and
the Department of Homeland Security Science and Technology Directorate." Matt
Egan, "In-Q-Tel: A Glimpse Inside the CIA's Venture Capital Arm,"
FoxBusiness.com, June 14, 2013.

49. At a 2012 conference held by In-Q-Tel CIA Director David Patraeus declared
that the rapidly-developing "internet of things" and "smart home" will
provide the CIA with the ability to spy on any US citizen should they become a
"person of interest' to the spy community," Wired magazine reports.
"`Transformational' is an overused word, but I do believe it properly
applies to these technologies,' Patraeus enthused, `particularly to their
effect on clandestine tradecraft' ... `Items of interest will be located,
identified, monitored, and remotely controlled through technologies such as
radio-frequency identification, sensor networks, tiny embedded servers, and
energy harvesters - all connected to the next-generation internet using
abundant, low-cost, and high-power computing," Patraeus said, "the latter
now going to cloud computing, in many areas greater and greater supercomputing,
and, ultimately, heading to quantum computing." Spencer Ackerman, "CIA
Chief: We'll Spy on You Through Your Dishwasher," Wired, March 15, 2012.

50. In the summer of 2014 a $600 million computing cloud developed by Amazon Web
Services for the CIA began servicing all 17 federal agencies comprising the
intelligence community. "If the technology plays out as officials envision,"
The Atlantic reports, "it will usher in a new era of cooperation and
coordination, allowing agencies to share information and services much more
easily and avoid the kind of intelligence gaps that preceded the Sept. 11, 2001,
terrorist attacks." "The Details About the CIA's Deal With Amazon," The
Atlantic, July 17, 2014.

Disclaimer: The contents of this article are of sole responsibility of the
author(s). The Centre for Research on Globalization will not be responsible for
any inaccurate or incorrect statement in this article. Copyright (c) James F.
Tracy, Global Research, 2018
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Gleichschaltung is a German word with a rich history. It stands for the coerced
harmonisation of all forms of public expression with the official line. That
concept is currently undergoing a renaissance, but not in the "captive
nations" of the East.

Every morning after arriving in his office at the Propaganda Ministry, Dr.
Goebbels would devote himself to the important task of disseminating a directive
to all German media outlets, outlining what position on principal issues they
were expected to take on that particular day. The media were instructed not only
on what to say but - of equal importance - what not to mention. The system
Goebbels set up worked like a charm. Under his meticulous supervision, in public
discourse an imposing harmony of opinion reigned from one end of Germany to
another, undisrupted by discordant voices.

One wishes that this mechanically imposed harmony, admired as it may have been
by some, had come to an end in 1945. But a YouTube bulletin disseminated a few
days ago reminds us that it did not.

YouTube users were curtly informed of the prevailing "Community Guidelines"
on a topic which currently is at the top of the list of public concerns: The
Covid-19 crisis. Here are the highlights of that guidance:

"COVID-19 medical misinformation policy

"YouTube doesn't allow content about COVID-19 that poses a serious risk of
egregious harm.

"YouTube doesn't allow content that spreads medical misinformation that
contradicts local health authorities' (LHA) or the World Health
Organization's (WHO) medical information about COVID-19. This is limited to
content that contradicts WHO [about the utter corruption of WHO, see here] or
local health authorities' guidance on:

* "Treatment,

* "Prevention

* "Diagnosis

* "Transmission

* "Social distancing and self-isolation guidelines, and

* "The existence of COVID-19."


Sceptics are encouraged to go directly to the source if they have doubts about
the authenticity of these appalling prohibitions: see this.

YouTube then goes on to specify:

"What this policy means for you if you're posting content:

"Don't post content on YouTube if it includes any of the following:

"Treatment misinformation:

"Content that encourages the use of home remedies, prayer, or rituals in place
of medical treatment such as consulting a doctor or going to the hospital."

Notably, no definition of "egregious harm" or "home remedies" is given,
nor is any rationale provided for prohibiting such remedies being recommended by
persons who may have had a positive experience after using them. Nor is it
explained to millions of religious people throughout the world why prayer and
procedures condescendingly termed "rituals" are also on the prohibited list.
Will members of the Christian Science religious denomination, who since long
before the appearance of Covid have relied exclusively on prayer for therapeutic
purposes and avoided medical cures, now be required to alter their beliefs? Not
even in the Soviet Union were believers ever made to face such a stark choice.
To even the least sophisticated it should now be obvious that the thrust of
YouTube's guidelines is not to promote health but to steer patients toward the
extremely expensive solutions that have enabled the pharmacological industry to
make a financial killing from Covid-19.

That impression is strongly reinforced by the nauseatingly repetitious
proscriptions that follow:

"Content that recommends use of Ivermectin or Hydroxychloroquine for the
treatment of COVID-19

"Claims that Hydroxychloroquine is an effective treatment for COVID-19

"Categorical claims that Ivermectin is an effective treatment for COVID-19

"Claims that Ivermectin and Hydroxychloroquine are safe to use in the
treatment COVID-19

"Content that recommends use of Ivermectin or Hydroxychloroquine for the
prevention of COVID-19

"Claims that Ivermectin and Hydroxychloroquine are safe to use in the
treatment COVID-19."

What evidence is there that they are unsafe? No indications are given. The
governments of India, Japan, and the municipal authorities of Mexico City, among
others, are quite happy with the results of the application of these treatments.
So are their cured citizens who, however, are now prohibited by YouTube from
telling others about their successful recovery.

If YouTube were merely a media platform, what possible interest could it have in
disparaging cheap and effective alternatives to outrageously expensive,
untested, and harmful pharmaceutical preparations of undisclosed composition,
for the ill effects of which companies that produce them refuse to accept any
tort liability?

The YouTube guideline goes on to disqualify questioning of masks or of their
effectiveness and "claims that an approved COVID-19 vaccine will cause death,
infertility, miscarriage, autism, or contraction of other infectious
diseases," although it is an amply documented fact that it will do all those
things.

Also forbidden are claims that "an approved COVID-19 vaccine will contain
substances that are not on the vaccine ingredient list, such as biological
matter from fetuses (e.g. fetal tissue, fetal cell lines) or animal products."
Never mind that several manufacturers have already admitted that it does, albeit
using the weasel concept of "fetal cell lines" to mask the morally
objectionable use of material from aborted babies, and so on and so forth, in
dreary detail that even Dr. Goebbels would have felt too embarrassed to put in
one of his directives.

Readers are again urged to go to the link provided above to confirm for
themselves the extent to which a private virtually monopolistic media
corporation such as YouTube (along with other similar concerns, such as Twitter
and Facebook) is willing to go in dictating to citizens what opinions they are
prohibited from expressing.

And now we come to the nitty-gritty: What happens if posted content violates
YouTube policy:

"If your content violates this policy, we'll remove the content and send you
an email to let you know... If you get 3 strikes within 90 days, your channel
will be terminated.

"We may terminate your channel or account for repeated violations of the
Community Guidelines or Terms of Service. We may also terminate your channel or
account after a single case of severe abuse, or when the channel is dedicated to
a policy violation."

There is no disclosure of who makes these determinations or any hint of due
process or appellate procedure.

The perceptive reader must by now entertain the logical question: by what right
does a private corporation, chartered to make its services available to all
members of the public on a non-discriminatory basis, presume to dictate to its
users what they may or may not think or post? The same question, of course, can
be put to other private corporations which are also abusing their privileged
position in order to impose ideological tyranny. Twitter and Facebook come to
mind.

And where are the public authorities to reign in these unhinged private tyrants?
The state, indeed, seems to have withered away, exactly as Marx predicted, or it
may simply have merged with private corporations to lay the foundations of
fascism, as Mussolini is alleged to have said. The state's unsavoury role in
this assault on freedom of expression is of particular concern. While passively
subcontracting the dirty work to private corporations, it can perfidiously claim
that no formal curtailment of personal liberties is taking place. The First
Amendment remains technically intact since it is not the government that is
undermining it.

The Covid-19 social control experiment has been running for almost two years. It
cannot be denied that it has accomplished some of its objectives, but in
important respects it has also been an unmitigated failure. YouTube's
offensive list of "don'ts," issued after two years of intense global
indoctrination, is irrefutable proof of that. In spite of unwavering support by
politics, media, finance, and corrupt "science," the Covid narrative has
fallen apart under relentless battering by competent and informed partisans of
truth and liberty.

Dr. Goebbels' inept disciples have overlooked the concept of gute Propaganda,
paradoxically one of the key postulates of the doctor's technique. It means
that to be credible, successful, and ultimately persuasive, propaganda must be
heavily laced with elements of truth. In their hubris and unremitting reliance
on crude force, they failed to do their homework. "Good propaganda,"
Goebbels wrote, "need not lie, in fact must not lie. Propaganda which makes
use of the lie ... cannot have success in the long run ... but a right idea must
also be set forth in the appropriate way."

They have obviously failed to find the appropriate way to package Covid-19 for
the hesitant and disbelieving masses. Hence, their inelegant solution is to try
to ram it down everybody's throat, which is a risky approach and likely to
backfire. Schade ... the doctor is probably muttering in his molten lake in
hell.
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The Seven-Step Path from Pandemic to Totalitarianism

Published: April 24, 2020

Source: off-guardian.org

As if it was planned in advance, billions of people around the globe are being
forced step by rapid step into a radically different way of life, one that
involves far less personal, physical and financial freedom and agency

Here is the template for rolling this out.

STEP 1

A new virus starts to spread around the world. The World Health Organization
(WHO) declares a pandemic.

International agencies, public-health officials, politicians, media and other
influential voices fan fear by focusing almost exclusively on the
contagiousness of the virus and the rising numbers of cases, and by
characterizing the virus as extremely dangerous.

Within a few days governments at national and local levels also declare states
of emergency. At lightning speed they impose lock-down measures that confine
most people to their homes - starting with closing schools - and shut down much
of the global economy. World markets implode.

The stunned, fearful and credulous public - convinced over the previous few
years that their bodies do not have the natural ability to react to pathogens
by producing antibodies that confer long-lasting immunity - largely complies
willingly.

The first weekly virtual class on local emergency and crisis responses to
COVID19 is held for mayors and other city officials around the world.
Coordinated by a handful of American organizations in the academic, medical,
financial, political and transportation spheres, the classes feature guests
ranging from Barack Obama to Bill Gates.

STEP 2

National, state/provincial and municipal leaders, as well as public-health
officials, start daily press briefings. They use them to pump out frightening
statistics and modelling asserting the virus has the potential to kill many
millions.

Most of this information is hard to decipher and sheds little real light on the
natural course of the virus's spread through each geographic area.

Officials and media downplay or distort inconveniently low death tolls from the
virus and instead focus on alarming statistics produced by compliant academics,
social-media influencers and high-profile organizations.

The main message is that this is a war and many lives are at stake unless
virtually everybody stays at home. Mainstream media amplify the trope that the
world is at the mercy of the virus.

Simultaneously, central banks and governments hand out massive amounts of cash
largely to benefit the big banks. And they bring in giant private-sector
financial firms to manage the process despite these global companies' very poor
track record in the 2008-2009 crash. Governments also rapidly start to create
trillions of pounds' worth of programs that include compensating businesses and
workers for their shutdown-related losses.

STEP 3

There is a concerted effort by all levels of government and public health to
very rapidly ramp up testing for viral RNA, along with production of personal
protective equipment.

They push aside the need for regulation, including quality standards and
independent verification of tests' rates of accuracy, by insisting that fast
approval and roll-out are imperative for saving lives.

Models are released that predict snowballing of numbers of cases,
hospitalizations and deaths even under best-case scenarios.

At about the same time, public-health officials significantly loosen the
criteria for viral infections, outbreaks and deaths, particularly in the oldest
members of society. That increases the numbers of cases and deaths ascribed to
the new pathogen.

The media continue to clamour for more testing and for severe punishment of
people who aren't completely compliant with the lock-down measures.

As a result, there's little backlash as police and military with sweeping new
powers enforce these measures and give stiff penalties or even jail terms to
those who disobey orders. States also monitor with impunity massive numbers of
people's movements via their cellphones.

Vast human resources are focused on tracking down people who have had contact
with a virus-positive individual and confining them to their homes. Thus the
portion of the public exposed to the virus remains relatively small.

It also contributes to social isolation. Among many effects, this enables those
in control to even further erase individual and collective choices, voices and
power.

STEP 4

When the numbers of cases and deaths start to plateau, local officials claim
it's too early to tell whether the virus has finished passing through their
population and therefore, restrictive measures must continue.

An alternative narrative is that if such measures aren't kept in place there
will be a resurgence of cases and deaths. Yet another is that the continuing
climb in elderly persons' deaths means all bets are off for the time being.

They admit that initial models incorrectly predicted there would be a tsunami of
cases, ICU admissions and deaths. However, they assert more time is needed
before it can be determined whether it's safe to loosen some of the
restrictions and let children return to school or adults go back to work.

Officials do not try to calculate the overall skyrocketing cost to their
populations and economies of the shut-downs and other measures against, nor do
they discuss what cost level may be too high.

They and powerful media organizations also push for the massive virus-testing
over-capacity to be used to surveil the general population for viral DNA in
their bodies. At the same time, the roll-out begins of widespread blood testing
for antibodies to the virus.

Meanwhile, new data are published showing the virus has a high capacity to
mutate. Scientists and officials interpret this as meaning a larger medical
arsenal will be needed to combat it.


STEP 5

About two or three weeks later, the dramatic increase in testing for viral DNA
produces the desired goal of a significant upsurge in the number of people
found positive for the virus.

Public-health officials add jet fuel to the surge by adding to their case and
death tallies the large number of people who are only suspected - and not
lab-test-confirmed - to have had an infection. Politicians and public-health
officials tell the populace this means they cannot return to their jobs or other
activities outside the home for the time being.

Governments work with public-health agencies, academics, industry, the WHO and
other organizations to start to design and implement immunity-passport systems
for using the results of the widespread antibody testing to determine who can
be released from the lock-downs. This is one of many goals of the seven steps.

Meanwhile, government leaders continue to highlight the importance of vaccines
for besting the virus.

STEP 6

Large-scale human testing of many different types of antivirals and vaccines
begins, thanks to a concerted push from the WHO, Bill Gates and his
collaborators, pharmaceutical and biotech companies, governments and
universities.

Large swaths of the population don't have the antibodies to the virus because
they've been kept from being exposed to it; they eagerly accept these
medications even though they've been rushed to market with inadequate safety
testing. They believe these medical products offer the only hope for escaping
the virus's clutches.

STEP 7

Soon the new virus starts another cycle around the globe - just as influenza and
other viruses have every year for millennia. Officials again fan the flames of
fear by positing the potential for millions of deaths among people not yet
protected from the virus.

They rapidly roll out virus and antibody testing again, while companies sell
billions more doses of antivirals and booster vaccines.

Governments simultaneously cede control of all remaining public assets to global
companies. This is because local and national governments' tax bases were
decimated during Step 1 and they're virtually bankrupt from their unprecedented
spending in the war against the virus in the other steps.

The overall result is complete medicalization of the response to the virus,
which on a population level is no more harmful than influenza.

This is coupled with the creation of permanent totalitarianism controlled by
global companies and a 24/7 invasive-surveillance police state supported by
widespread blossoming of `smart' technology.

The key players repeat the cycle of hysteria and massive administration of
antivirals and booster shots every few months.

And they implement a variation of steps 1 to 7 when another new pathogen appears
on the planet.

Sounds far-fetched? Unfortunately, it's not.

With the arrival of COVID19 many countries quickly completed Steps 1, 2 and 3.

Step 4 is well under way in a large number of jurisdictions.

Step 5 is on track to start in early May.
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The Empire: Now or Never Fred Reed o February 20, 2019

Many people I talk to seem to think American foreign policy has something to
do with democracy, human rights, national security, or maybe terrorism or
freedom, or niceness, or something. It is a curious belief, Washington being
interested in all of them. Other people are simply puzzled, seeing no pattern
in America's international behavior. Really, the explanation is simple.

The reason of course is empire, the desire for which is an ancient and innate
part of mankind's cerebral package. Parthian, Roman, Aztec, Hapsburg,
British. It never stops.

When the Soviet Empire collapsed, America appeared poised to establish the
first truly world empire. The developed countries were American vassals in
effect if not in name, many of them occupied by American troops: Among
others, Europe, Canada, Japan, South Korea, Latin America, Saudi Arabia, and
Australia. The US had by far the dominant economy and the biggest military,
controlled the IMF, NATO, the dollar, SWIFT, and enjoyed technological
superiority.. Russia was in chaos, China a distant smudge on the horizon.

Powerful groups in Washington, such as PNAC, began angling towed
aggrandizement, but the real lunge came with the attack on Iraq. Current
foreign policy openly focuses on dominating the planet. The astonishing thing
is that some people don't notice.

The world runs on oil. Controlling the supply conveys almost absolute power
over those countries that do not have their own. (For example, the Japanese
would soon be eating each other if their oil were cut off.) Saudi Arabia is
an American protectorate,and, having seen what happened to Iraq, knows that it
can be conquered in short order if it gets out of line. The U. S. Navy could
easily block tanker traffic from Hormuz to any or all countries.

A major purpose of the destruction of Iraq was to get control of its oil and
put American forces on the border of Iran, another oil power. The current
attempt to starve the Iranians aims at installing a American puppet
government. The ongoing coup in Venezuela seeks control of another vast oil
reserve. It will also serve to intimidate the rest of Latin America by
showing what can happen to any country that defies Washington. Why are
American troops in Nigeria? Guess what Nigeria has.

Note that Iraq and Iran, in addition to their oil, are geostrategically vital
to a world empire. Further, the immensely powerful Jewish presence in the US
supports the Mid-East wars for its own purposes. So, of course, does the arms
industry. All God's chillun love the Empire.

For the Greater Empire to prevail, Russia and China, the latter a surprise
contender, must be neutralized. Thus the campaign to crush Russia by economic
sanctions. At the same time Washington pushes NATO, its sepoy militia, ever
eastward, wants to station US forces in Poland, plans a Space Command whose
only purpose is to intimidate or bankrupt Russia, drops out of the INF Treaty
for the same reasons, and seeks to prevent commercial relations between Russia
and the European vassals (e.g., Nordstream II).

China of course is the key obstacle to expanding the Empire. Ergo the trade
war. America has to stop China's economic and technological progress, and
stop it now, as it will not get another chance.

The present moment is an Imperial crunch point. America cannot compete with
China commercially or, increasingly, in technology. Washington knows it.
Beijing's advantages are too great: A huge and growing domestic market, a
far larger population of very bright people, a for-profit economy that allows
heavy investment both internally and abroad, a stable government that can
plan well into the future.

America? It's power is more fragile than it may seem. The United States once
dominated economically by making better products at better prices, ran a large
trade surplus, and barely had competitors. Today it has deindustrialized,
runs a trade deficit with almost everybody, carries an astronomical and
uncontrolled national debt, and makes few things that the world can't get
elsewhere, often at lower cost.

Increasingly America's commercial power is as a consumer, not a producer.
Washington tells other countries, "If you don't do as we say, we won't
buy your stuff." The indispensable country is an indispensable market. With
few and diminishing (though important) exceptions, if it stopped selling
things to China, China would barely notice, but if it stopped buying, the
Chinese economy would wither. Tariffs, note, are just a way of not buying
China's stuff.

Since the profligate American market is vital to other countries, they often
do as ordered. But Asian markets grow. So do Asian industries.

As America's competitiveness declines, Washington resorts to strong-arm
tactics. It has no choice. A prime example is the 5G internet, a Very Big
Deal, in which Huawei holds the lead. Unable to provide a better product at a
better price, Washington forbids the vassals to deal with Huawei-on pain of
not buying their stuff. In what appears to be desperation, the Exceptional
Nation has actually made a servile Canada arrest the daughter of Huawei's
founder.

The tide runs against the Empire. A couple of decades ago, the idea that China
could compete technologically with America would have seemed preposterous.
Today China advances at startling speed. It is neck and neck with the US in
supercomputers, launches moonlanders, leads in 5G internet, does leading work
in genetics, designs world-class chipsets (e.g., the Kirin 980 and 920) and
smartphones. Another decade or two of this and America will be at the trailing
edge.

The American decline is largely self-inflicted. The US chooses its government
by popularity contests among provincial lawyers rather than by competence.
American education deteriorates under assault by social-justice faddists.
Washington spends on the military instead of infrastructure and the economy.
It is politically chaotic, its policies changing with every new
administration.

The first rule of empire is, "Don't let your enemies unite." Instead,
Washington has pushed Russia, China, and Iran into a coalition against the
Empire. It might have been brighter to have integrated Iran tightly into the
Euro-American econosphere, but Israel would not have let America do this. The
same approach would have worked with Russia, racially closer to Europe than
China and acutely aware of having vast empty Siberia bordering an
overpopulated China. By imposing sanctions of adversaries and allies alike,
Washington promotes dedollarization and recognition that America is not an
ally but a master.

It is now or never. If America's great but declining power does not
subjugate the rest of the world quickly, the rising powers of Asia will swamp
it. Even India grows. Either sanctions subdue the world, or Washington starts
a world war. Or America becomes just another country.

To paraphrase a great political thinker, "It's the Empire, Stupid."



(Republished from Fred on Everything by permission of author or
representative)




-----------------------------------------------------------------------




https://www.unz.com/lromanoff/the-pleasures-of-depopulating-the-earth/


The Pleasures of Depopulating the Earth 

Larry Romanoff  July 31, 2020


Table of ContentsOptions 
* The Pleasures of Depopulating the Earth 
* Emma Goldman 
* Margaret Sanger 
* A Step Back Into the Past



When writing of the evils of globalisation, many authors focus on the commercial
aspects such as privatisation, with other primarily political components such as
the loss of national sovereignty, the destruction of cultures and civilisations
and of the family, morality and societies, being perhaps not ignored but not
seen or included as integral parts of the same picture. It doesn't appear
widely recognised that one fundamental pillar of globalisation, of our imminent
New World Order in fact, is an astonishingly vigorous and vicious attempt to
eliminate not only the world's surplus poor but to depopulate the entire
non-white world. This essay is an introduction to the origins of depopulation.

Emma Goldman

Emma Goldman was a Jewish Communist Bolshevik, anarchist, escapee from an insane
asylum, conspirator to violence and murder, trouble-maker and nymphomaniac, and
not necessarily in that order. From her teen-age days, Goldman studied the
Bolshevik anarchists, leading her imagination to images of a social order with
freedom of action unrestricted by man-made law. Goldman quickly came to support
politically motivated murder and violent revolution, and the assassinations of
politically significant individuals, as a tool for social change. She became a
firm proponent of violence whenever words failed to do the job, an attitude some
historians describe as `propaganda of the deed', i.e. if they won't listen
to us, we will kill them. According to the Jewish Womens' Website, "Desiring
a state of absolute freedom and believing it would never come about through
gradual reform, Goldman and her comrades advocated complete destruction of the
State."

Goldman emigrated from Russia as a teen-ager and soon began promulgating various
models of society based primarily on the two pillars of political anarchy and
promiscuous sex. Her widespread and excessively vocal promotion of these ideals
earned Goldman the label of being one of the two most dangerous anarchists in
America. However, the same Jewish womens' website tells us her insistence on
"the right to express herself" - primarily through sexual promiscuity,
abortion and murder - led her to become a prominent figure in "establishing
freedom of speech in America." A definition of free speech rather at odds with
mine. This same Jewish Womens' website contained its article on Emma Goldman
under the banner of "Women of Valor". No idea why, but that's how history
is spun.

Various apologists have reported that Goldman and her lover Berkman (a kind of
political Bonnie and Clyde) were "horrified by violence", as in the
suppression of striking workers. Our dynamic duo responded as would any rational
horrified-by-violence beings - they decided to kill the person responsible for
the anti-labor violence, then-US President William McKinley. The police were
never able to link Goldman directly to McKinley's murder, though the assassin
had frequently met with her and claimed to have acted under her instructions. It
wasn't only a US President who was targeted by Goldman and her group. They
attempted to kill several other public figures, their plan to bomb John D.
Rockefeller's mansion in New York City failing only because the bomb exploded
prematurely, killing a dozen or so anarchists while destroying much of
Goldman's home in the process. One of Goldman's anarchists named Carlo
Valdinoci blew up the front of Attorney General A. Mitchell Palmeras home in
Washington, D.C., also blowing himself up in the process when the bomb exploded
too early.And some other good tries.

Goldman eventually had her citizenship revoked and was deported back to Russia,
spending the rest of her life in exile and dying in Canada, alone, poor and
friendless, claiming there was "no one who cares whether one is dead or
alive". Nevertheless, one Goldman supporter claimed (though without evidence)
that "Thousands of mourners flocked to see her casket, and tributes poured in
from every corner of the world." However, my research suggests that the few
mourners actually in attendance were there only to be sure she was really dead,
and the only tribute I'm aware of was by the New York Times. As a kind of
obituary, the Jewish Womens' Organisation claims Goldman's "advocacy of
... sexual freedom helped to shape modern American society", while failing to
note that America's resulting new shape was not necessarily a blessing. The
same Goldman-lovers stated her work contributed not only to the development of
free speech in America, but showed "the true meaning of patriotism". No idea
how.

Before Goldman died, supporter Peggy Guggenheim and a few friends raised $4,000
for her to get a small cottage in Saint-Tropez on the Cote d'Azur in France,
where she spent two years writing her autobiography, imaginatively titled
"Living My Life", which was published in 1931. On this book, A PBS writer
made the following observation: "On its publication, The New York Times
advised readers "to pay less attention to Goldman's politics and to read the
book as a human document of the most absorbing interest." Not everyone agreed.
One prominent critic attacked the memoir as a "thousand dull pages of
fornication and fanaticism"."

It isn't only the Jewish Womens' Website and the New York Times who are busy
sanitising and Photoshopping. Wikipedia doesn't want to be left out of this
whitewashing parade, informing us solemnly that Emma Goldman "was an important
contributor to several fields of modern political philosophy", leaving our
imaginations to identify those fields and deduce her contribution. Referring to
one occasion when a group of her political anarchist colleagues attacked Goldman
for her rampant sexual promiscuity, Wikipedia's deliciously sanitising
understatement was that "she was chided by an associate for her carefree
demeanor".

From her relations with her Jewish Bolshevik friends, Goldman's actual purpose
was to foment a Communist revolution in the US, following the pattern these
people had laid with their revolutions in Russia, Hungary, Germany, and other
countries. But, in the end, Goldman didn't accomplish as much anarchy as she
might have done, mostly because she discovered she was more interested in sex
than politics. "I demand the independence of woman, to love whomever she
pleases, or as many as she pleases." And as many at the same time as she
pleases; Goldman had a reputation for especially enjoying sex in groups of her
anarchist colleagues. Our Jewish womens' website tells us Goldman was a
tireless advocate for the "emancipation" of women, but that's not exactly
how it was. "Viewing marriage through a lens of repressive prostitution",
her emancipation of women focused on their "freedom", i.e., sexual and
reproductive freedom, i.e., rampant and promiscuous sex, individually, serially,
and simultaneously, followed by free abortions as a post-hoc birth control
method. Emma didn't hesitate to raise funds for her anarchist activities by
working the streets as a prostitute, her husband's parents considering her so
morally destitute, they refused to permit her into their home.

Interestingly, Goldman did not want true emancipation for women, not for voting
or political rights, nor even for employment or professional careers, or the
ownership of property. To Goldman, the entire concept of freedom, independence,
emancipation, womens' rights, was just a red ribbon wrapping the core issue of
sexual promiscuity. Her interest in the emancipation of women was mostly
personal, stemming from her own experience of reckless sex, repeated
pregnancies, and the repeated need for abortions - which were dangerous and
illegal in those days. And thus is woman emancipated. Goldman believed women
should enter and leave sexual relationships without restraint, promiscuous
sexuality being "crucial to personal and professional fulfillment", and thus
she engaged in "numerous passionate affairs throughout her life".

As testimony, she wrote to one lover who apparently left her "overwhelmed with
sexuality". "You have opened up the prison gates of my womanhood. All the
passion that was unsatisfied in me for so many years, leaped into a wild
reckless storm boundless as the sea." And who said communists don't know how
to have fun. The reason I have dwelt on this latter point is that while Goldman
left no heritage of value to anarchists, failed miserably as a revolutionary,
and surely made no contribution to modern political philosophy, her "carefree
demeanor" left an indelible mark on the world since, as fate would have it,
who should walk into this veritable Garden of Earthly Delights but a young woman
named Margaret Sanger.

Margaret Sanger

Unlike Emma Goldman, Margaret Sanger was not a Bolshevik, nor a conspirator to
violence or political murder. However, like Goldman, she was an anarchist, an
escapee from an insane asylum, a trouble-maker and a nymphomaniac and, like
Goldman, not necessarily in that order. The history books seem a bit thin on the
original relationship between these two women, but indications are that
Goldman's "carefree demeanor" stoked Sanger's fires of passion and
"opened the gates" of her womanhood, both deeply sharing the common need for
contraception in whatever form, and quite possibly sharing considerably more.
Goldman's only apparent contribution to Sanger's career was in awakening her
nymphomania though, as we shall see, that was more than nothing. Having thus
established what we might call mutual bonds of fertility, Goldman provided
"aggressive support" for Sanger's sexual and contraceptive crusades, both
women being arrested for dissemination of lewd material but both escaping
conviction for the behavior underlying that material. Goldman even conducted
nationwide speaking tours on Sanger's behalf, raising awareness of
contraception and only heaven knows what else.

Like Goldman, Sangeras zeal for birth control was in no small part due to her
sexually promiscuous lifestyle. By the time of her meeting with Goldman she had
been having numerous affairs, calling the marriage bed "the most degenerating
influence in the social order", fervently devoting her rampant sexual conduct
to regenerating that order. Given her surprised husband's objections, the two
soon separated, her `socially regenerating' conduct then accelerating
markedly and drawing considerable public attention. At the same time, and
perhaps resulting from the same stoked passions, Sanger began publishing
newsletters and distributing sexual materials that were clearly illegal,
resulting in her arrest on charges that would most likely have led to a prison
sentence of about 45 years.

Discretion being the better part of valor, the day prior to her trial Sanger
dumped her children onto her estranged husband and fled to England where fate
would intervene yet one more time. Upon arrival in England, Sanger met some men
who would inadvertently provide her with the tools that would (unfortunately)
change history forever. The record isn't completely clear on where her
relationships began, but the sexologist Havelock Ellis, H. G. Wells, and George
Bernard Shaw were there, as were perhaps most members of their new Fabian
Debating Society.

Wells certainly had a passionate affair with her, and Sanger definitely took the
initiative with Ellis, these two quite likely passing her around the debating
society after that. One writer noted that Wells and Ellis were only part of "a
huge stable of men" with which Sanger had affairs. Ellis' theories on female
sexuality helped Sanger to "broaden her perspective" on women fully enjoying
sexual relations, though she already appeared to have few or no inhibitions in
that regard. However, Ellis in particular expanded her justifications for birth
control in more ways than one.

Perhaps the most significant factor of Sanger's European exile was that the
society of these men consisted of radicals, feminists and, most importantly, a
veritable flock of Neo-Malthusians who educated Sanger to the dire threat of
excess world population and thus greatly refining her sexual rationale. Sanger
traded copious free love and information on contraception needs, receiving in
return an education of incomparable value. Prior to this time, neither Goldman
nor Sanger achieved much traction with their contraception promotions, at least
not in a broad public sense, because their efforts were seen realistically as a
cover for their own personal proclivities, and which promised benefit only to
the poor - who were of little or no interest to anyone. But now Sanger's
mission had suddenly gained an intellectual substructure, a kind of respectable
philosophical scaffolding on which she could promote her views. She was now
primed to return to the US to promote the entire genocidal gamut of eugenics,
contraception, abortion and euthanasia, not for her narrow personal interests
but for the purpose of saving humanity from itself.

At the time, abortion was not at all favorably viewed, much less as a casual
method of birth control, and was illegal. But here we are, back in the USA, our
two little nymphomaniacs lacking the "family planning" services of the
not-yet-invented WHO and USAID, yet badly needing regular abortions. What do we
do, if we want to carry out an enterprise that is both illegal and highly
immoral by the standards of the day, where normal execution would put us into
prison and earn widespread moral condemnation? Well, we wrap our intent in a
cloak of freedom and human rights, then imprint a biblical bar-code onto it and
present it as an enterprise of immense humanitarian value, our actions performed
in humility and self-sacrifice for the benefit of the world.

And thus was born Planned Parenthood, presented not as birth control for
reckless nymphomaniacs, and only secondarily as the "freedom of women to
choose", without exactly specifying what it was they were choosing; the
primary thrust was now overpopulation and the desperate need to limit, cull, and
otherwise exterminate the world's surplus poor. Now, Sanger would get
everyone's attention, at least those of the elite who were all Malthusians at
heart. Of course, the general population would also get the message but that
didn't really matter because the elite provided the funding and the general
population were the target.

And it was then, on her return to the US after her brief European exile, that
Margaret Sanger hoisted her true colors and proved that she really was an
escapee from an insane asylum. The first thing Sanger did was to get herself
remarried, this time to a man named J. Noah H. Slee, a Jewish millionaire owner
of a petroleum products company. The historical record tells us Margaret kept
the name of her first husband - Sanger - and that after marrying Mr. Slee,
she "maintained her sexual independence". Use your imagination. This was
curious because, as you will see, Margaret's promotional and fund-raising
activities cut a wide swath through the bedrooms and office couches of
industrialists, bankers, financiers, sponsors of every description, virtually
all men, and with whom, by all accounts, Margaret laid the table with more than
information. And for 20 years, until he died, Mr. Slee financed her activities,
apparently without complaint.

Sanger's unique combination of atheism, Marxism, Malthusianism, uninhibited
sexuality, a contempt for religion, especially Christianity, and an inherent
racism that must have always been present, conspired to make her not only
offensive but positively evil. Her motives no longer related to liberating women
but to eugenics, having somehow reached the philosophical position that through
rampant and unrestrained sexuality, followed closely by contraception, abortion,
sterilisation and euthanasia, her mission was to assist the human race in the
progressive elimination of itself, or at least of that portion her idolising
adherent Bill Gates would later determine unfit to live.

At the same time as her sexual promiscuity increased by an order of magnitude,
she abandoned morals and ethics, developed a love of vulgarity and a general bad
taste, a needless and often counterproductive aggression, and an altogether
unwarranted enthusiasm for exterminating people. Upon her return to the US and
flying her new colors, Sanger praised Nazi Germany's sterilisation policies,
became violently anti-family and deeply racist to the extent of claiming blacks
should not be permitted to contaminate the white gene pool. She also became
virulently anti-Christian, claiming in a news article that she enjoyed promoting
birth control because it was "calculated to undermine the authority of the
Christian Church".

At first, Sanger avoided promoting euthanasia, writing that the community should
not send defective progeny to the gas chambers, but soon thereafter (in the same
book) rather harshly stating that all charity should cease because it served
only to prolong the lives of the unfit and that society required "the
elimination of human weeds". Her views on abortion similarly changed, to the
point where she and her organisation were actively sponsoring abortion rights.

At this point, it appears Sanger was insane, though Planned Parenthood try very
hard to bury the insanities by claiming "We can't know what Margaret really
meant to say, because she's dead." Well, yes we can know what she meant. Her
words have the same meaning today they did then. For one, the least nasty part
of the new Margaret was that she endorsed selective breeding to produce perfect
humans, as she claimed in an article titled, "Birth Control to Create a Race
of Thoroughbreds", longing for a motherhood that would refuse "to bring
forth weaklings", pushing for "more children from the fit, less from the
unfit", those unfit representing "the greatest present menace to
civilization". In one book, Sanger wrote that parents of a defective child
should be permitted no more children, and that "Birth control ... is nothing
more or less than the ... weeding out the unfit, of preventing the birth of
defectives or of those who will become defectives." In the same book, she
deplored multi-child families and wrote, "The immorality of large families
lies not only in their injury to the members of those families but in their
injury to society a0x00A6 The most merciful thing that the large family does to one
of its infant members is to kill it." When reviewing the historical record, it
is exceedingly difficult to see why Planned Parenthood, the Jewish Womens'
Society, Bill Gates, or indeed anyone else, would venerate this woman.

Sanger was promoting the use of what she called "birth control" to
exterminate the genetically inferior races, which to her meant most of the
non-white world. She stated that Jews!, Hispanics, and blacks were "human
weeds" who, if they reproduced, "would bring a dead weight of human waste
into the world". She had a stated goal of the extermination of all blacks in
the US, and dehumanised the poor as "parasites", "defectives" and
"mistakes". Sanger wrote, "The lower down in the scale of human
development we go the less sexual control we find. It is said that the
aboriginal Australian, the lowest known species of the human family, just a step
higher than the chimpanzee in brain development, has so little sexual control
that police authority alone prevents him from obtaining sexual satisfaction on
the streets." In a perfect expression of irony, we might well express those
identical sentiments about Margaret herself, though history tells us even the
police were sometimes insufficient to suppress Margaret's carefree demeanor.

In another book, Sanger wrote, "[Eugenics] shows that we are paying for and
even submitting to the dictates of an increasing, unceasingly spawning class of
human beings who never should have been born at all." She continued that
"Every single case of inherited defect, every malformed child, every
congenitally tainted human being brought into this world is of infinite
importance to that poor individual; but it is of scarcely less importance to the
rest of us and to all of our children who must pay in one way or another for
these biological and racial mistakes." In a widely-promoted public address,
Sanger promoted the elimination of entire classes of people, stating that
society must "Keep the doors of immigration closed to the entrance of certain
aliens whose condition is known to be detrimental to the stamina of the race,
such as feebleminded, idiots, morons, insane, syphilitic, epileptic, criminal,
professional prostitutes, and others in this class".

Sanger also proposed that the poor, the "morons and immoral", and other
"inferior types" be placed in concentration camps where they could be
re-educated to what she called "better moral conduct", i.e., have plenty of
abortions. She went on to write, "I consider that the world and almost our
civilization for the next twenty-five years, is going to depend upon a simple,
cheap, safe contraceptive to be used in poverty-stricken slums, jungles, and
among the most ignorant people. Even this will not be sufficient, because I
believe that now, immediately, there should be national sterilization for
certain dysgenic types of our population who are being encouraged to breed and
would die out were the government not feeding them." She wrote, "While I
personally believe in the sterilization of the feeble-minded, the insane and
syphilitic, I have not been able to discover that these measures are more than
superficial deterrents when applied to the constantly growing stream of the
unfit Eugenics without Birth Control [is] a house builded upon the sands." She
was especially harsh on blacks: "The mass of Negroes ... particularly in the
South, still breed carelessly and disastrously, with the result that the
increase among Negroes, even more than among Whites, is from that portion of the
population least intelligent and fit", stating elsewhere that her intent was
to exterminate all the blacks in America but hoped that intent would not be
discovered by them until it was too late.

The New York Times didn't like this version of the truth, so the Editors
created their own history of Margaret Sanger. In an obituary for Sanger,
"Special to the New York Times", they wrote that Sanger merely "sought to
create equality between the sexes by freeing women". Perhaps I'm slow, but
if I understand correctly, the NYT Editors are telling us that (a) killing off
all the blacks will make women free, and (b) that aborting all the fetuses in
America will make women and men equal. The NYT also informed us that Margaret
merely strove to present "her view that family planning is a basic human
right". However, the Editors neglected to contemplate the `basic human
right' of all us defectives to live our lives without Margaret's help. This
is an appropriate place to note that the NYT has published glowing obituaries of
nearly every human monster in the past 100 years, almost without exception so
far as I can tell, perhaps related to the fact that almost all those individuals
were Jewish.

They noted Sanger's "unfailing charm and persuasive wit", specifying that
"Many a policeman escorting her to the station had his ears wilted by Irish
invective", failing to mention this is representative not of charm and wit,
but of a foul mouth. And her good friend and Planned Parenthood colleague, Dr.
Alan Guttmacher, apparently oblivious to the above, claimed Sanger "convinced
America and the world that ... conception is a basic human right". Here again,
if conception is a basic human right, why is Guttmacher so determined to make me
abort all my unborn children. Perhaps conception and birth are different rights.
Guttmacher neglected to mention that avoiding sterilisation and euthanasia,
i.e., the right to live, is perhaps even a more basic human right. And if all
this weren't enough, the elite declared Sanger "humanist of the year", and
gave her an award for making "the most conspicuous contribution to the
enrichment of life", without specifying exactly whose lives had been enriched.
Or how.

Nevertheless, there was a recent news item that Planned Parenthood, at least in
New York, is deleting Sanger's name from the masthead, due to her
finally-coming-to-light views on euthanasia for all us defectives.

A Step Back Into the Past

Before we proceed to discover where this sexually-inspired eugenicide leads,
let's look back into the past for a moment and find its origin. The process
began in England with primarily four men: Thomas Malthus, Charles Darwin,
Herbert Spencer and Francis Galton.

In about 1800, UK economist Thomas Malthus published his First Essay on
Population,[24]An Essay on the Principle of Population;
https://www.econlib.org/library/Malthus/malPop.html frightening British society
with the prospect that food production could never be sufficient to supply a
population that would always increase at a faster rate, leaving some portion of
society perpetually unfed. He theorised that nature itself managed and executed
restrictions on excess population growth, equalising food with population by
means of war, pestilence and famine. In his construct, it was the poor (and
generally all non-whites) who had been "ordained by nature" to bear the
weight of these necessary occasional but recurring genocidal ravages, their
inescapable lot in life by virtue of their misfortune to be born in poverty, and
further that these impecunious unfortunates had neither the ability to rise
above their position nor the resources to do so even were they to have the
ability. Malthus essentially separated his world into two new and hitherto
undefined races of people: the superior rich and the inferior poor. Then,
deriving from the inviolability and ruthlessness of nature's laws, he claimed
it was a counterproductive and even dangerous challenge to nature's power to
feed or otherwise assist the poor, since an improvement in their physical
circumstances would result in increased breeding which would then be countered
with an increasing harshness when nature found it necessary to rein in that
excess population growth. Defiance of nature will inevitably lead to
retaliation.

Malthus actually became quite sinister in his recommendations, stating that
nature should not be thwarted but rather aided in its task of culling the
world's surplus poor. In his words, "We should facilitate, instead of
foolishly and vainly endeavoring to impede the operations of nature in producing
this mortality; and if we dread the too frequent visitation of the horrid form
of famine, we should sedulously encourage the other forms of destruction, which
we compel nature to use." Malthus recommended encouraging overcrowding and
uncleanliness to promote infectious diseases and cause the return of the plague.
And above all, he stated we should prohibit medical remedies for their diseases,
letting smallpox for instance totally ravage the poor districts and villages
without raising a hand to help. This was their just dessert, based on their
natural inferiority from a lack of cash.

It may not be widely known, but it was the adoption of Malthus' theories and
policies that led directly to the deliberate starvation of countless millions in
Ireland and in India. Moreover, it was the scare from Malthus' theories that
prompted China to implement its former one-child policy, but I would note that
the (Jewish) Westerners who pushed China so hard in this direction are precisely
the same people today condemning China for having listened to them.

The rich, the elite, the landed gentry, were naturally thrilled to learn of this
revelation, to receive scientific validation of their secretly-held belief in
their own superiority, in fact to have their always-suspected but now proven
natural excellence engraved on stone tablets in the shrine of humanity. They
were equally thrilled to be provided with a powerful motive, courtesy of nature
and the laws of the universe, to feel no further obligation to assist the poor.
Philanthropy was dead. Charity was not only a foolish waste of money but an
unwarranted act of defiance against nature itself, one which would bring a harsh
retribution against the same objects of that charity. So much good news from one
man. Malthus naturally gained a grateful following among the nation's elite,
and in the process created an entirely new and altogether unpleasant economic
racism, one much better than the ethnic kind in that in one fell swoop it
disposed of perhaps 80% of the population as candidates for culling by the
dictates of Mother Nature herself.

At about the same time, Charles Darwin pronounced his new theory of evolution,
or what he termed "natural selection" - simply stated, that organisms and
beings change, mutate and adapt through time, and those mutations which assist
organisms in adapting to their environment, will persist while others die out.
Equally, the organisms containing those favorable mutations will tend to survive
because they will be better adapted, not so stressed by their environment.
Darwin's scientific and essentially sound theory was then used by Herbert
Spencer to concoct a "scientific" basis for Malthus' anti-human racism,
producing in the process what we now call "Social Darwinism".

Spencer combined Malthus' theory that the poor existed as a lesser race of
human and Darwin's theory that those who best adapt will best survive, into
the proposition that over the millennia some elements of humanity had proven not
only more mutable but had intelligently selected the most propitious mutations,
and therefore emerged as the elite and rich upper class of society. By virtue of
Darwin's natural selection and their survival of the fittest, the monied elite
were revealed to be not only economically and scientifically but now also
genetically superior to the poor classes.

Following on Spencer's heels, Francis Galton provided a further boost to this
enticing view of humanity by proclaiming newly-discovered scientific evidence
that Darwin's process of natural selection had indeed resulted in an evolution
of the poor, in this case the evolution being retrogressive and downward, and
that Mother Nature herself had indeed rendered the poor as inferior and
worthless, an evolutionary process perhaps still incomplete. Galton further
distinguished himself as a scientist by realising that, just as with plants or
animals, the cross-breeding and inbreeding of desirable human traits could serve
to assist nature in producing an even more superior product. Galton thus created
what today we call eugenics, which he loosely defined as "the science of
improving stock by judicious mating".

Spencer was similarly inclined as Malthus in terms of helping the poor because
charity defied "the natural truths of biology" and served only as an
"artificial preservation of those least able to take care of themselves", as
we might think of the continuous financing of a bankrupt company, this
artificial assistance serving only to prolong suffering and preventing rebirth.
In his view, just as nature weeds out the unfit, society must also permit them
to die off so as to maintain the health of the remaining elite. In his view,
humanity was in the process of evolving, with nature herself protecting those
who had money and killing off those who didn't. Galton, for his part, was
distressed by the possibility of the lower classes hampering the natural
evolution toward riches of the elite and, since he viewed these things in
genetic terms, he viewed the poor as enemies of the state and was one of the
first advocates of forcible sterilisation of all but the elite. Both men saw
eugenics as an assist to nature, preventing births that were doomed to expire
prematurely in any case, and secondarily to improve the human livestock with
wholesome breeding practices - in other words, mating money with money.

In his book, Allan Chase wrote so appropriately: "Where Spencer offered
`revolutionary' rationales for low wages and subhuman working and living
conditions, Galton offered the `hereditary' reasons in the Natural Laws of
biology for not wasting sympathy, money, education, and, above all else, health
care on biologically low-class types who were destined by the Will of God and/or
Nature to be nothing but drains on society and a rapidly proliferating
population of hereditary paupers, thieves and parasites."

Steven Mosher wrote in a delightful, informative, and well-researched article
that the British upper class "helped to ensure that their founderas Essay on
Population was a commercial success, appearing in no fewer than six editions
from 1798 to 1826. Population horror stories have sold well ever since. Lifespan
lengthened and general health improved throughout the nineteenth century, but
Charles Darwin gave the Malthusians something new to brood over. Not only were
the poor too prolific, but by having all those children - most of whom, to
make matters worse, now survived childhood - they were rapidly dumbing down
the population. For the prosperous and privileged, who found themselves
increasingly outnumbered by the great unwashed, this was the "survival of the
fittest" in reverse."

It is fair to say that the economic racism of Malthus intertwined with
Darwin's theories of evolution and natural selection left the poor in an
unenviable position, but then Spencer and Galton took these building blocks and
further merged the nation's traditional ethnic racism with their version of
scientific racism, leaving the world's white elite with a comfortable
certitude that not only the poor but virtually all non-white populations were
inherently, scientifically, genetically and morally inferior to them. Such happy
epiphanies are rare indeed, so it can't be a surprise that Spencer's Social
Darwinism and Galton's eugenics combined forces and swept through the elite of
the Anglo-Saxon world with approximately the same unsatisfied boundless passion
as Emma Goldman's sexuality.

Still, we can be surprised at the virulence with which this deplorable
philosophy infected the Western white man, and more especially the
unconscionable extent to which the Americans mis-applied it and the despicable
political and military applications they found for it, applications in full
force today. I suppose one other surprise was the contribution of this
philosophy to further plumbing the hitherto still-unimagined depths of American
racism and contempt for humanity, the original ideas of Malthus, Spencer and
Galton still pervading America today. For a better appreciation of the depth of
American Darwinist ideology, here is South Carolina's Lt. Gov. Andre Bauer,
explaining why it is wrong for the US government to provide food assistance to
the poor, and why he would fight against any such legislation:

"My grandmother was not a highly educated woman, but she told me as a small
child to quit feeding stray animals. You know why? Because they breed. Youare
facilitating the problem if you give an animal or a person an ample food supply.
They will reproduce, especially ones that donat think too much further than
that. And so what youave got to do is youve got to curtail that type of
behavior. They dont know any better."

Another bright star in the democratic nebula, this one US Congressman Don Young
from Alaska, said the solution to the homeless poor was wolves, because they
were predators, and that if he could introduce wolves to America's
communities, "you wouldnt have a homeless problem anymore". I want to write
something here, but I can't think of anything to say.

Dr. John Holdren, President Obamaas science czar, proposed forced abortions and
compulsory sterilisation, as well as the creation of a "Planetary Regime"
that would forcibly control severely-reduced human population levels worldwide.
Holdren denies this when he can, but in a textbook he co-wrote in 1977 with Paul
and Anne Ehrlich, this was precisely what he said. If I recall the details
correctly, he also mentioned plans to implant sterilising capsules in people
when they reach puberty, and the spiking of water reserves with sterilising
chemicals. Being a true Malthusian, Holdren based his theories entirely on the
claims that the world's food supply would always be insufficient, claims
repeatedly proven over two centuries to be complete rubbish.

Certainly it was true that the elite in the early part of the last century, as
is still true today, had no love whatever for humans or humanity, people like J.
P. Morgan, Harriman, Hill, Rockefeller, Carnegie, Mellon, Baruch, Vanderbilt,
Warburg, Bush, Astor, Monsanto, Duke, Scaife, Lasker, Sulzberger, DuPont, and
our usual collection of European Jewish banking families, believing and acting
as if 95% of humans were infesting vermin who were tolerable only to the extent
they could add to one's wealth, those frustrating this ambition generally
receiving contempt and bullets in more or less equal amount. And it was these
same individuals, most especially Rockefeller and Carnegie, who were smitten
heart and soul with the new `science' of eugenics, and in fact with
euthanasia as well. It was Carnegie (or his institute) that recommended
locally-operated gas chambers to exterminate the lower classes. It was truly a
monstrous philosophy that became exceedingly dangerous when put into action by
men of enormous wealth and influence, because almost no one had the power to
contradict or obstruct them. The result was that within a few years, in the
first decade of the last century, legalised and legislated forcible
sterilisations were already occurring, and culminating in at least countless
hundreds of thousands and not the few thousand listed in the history books. At
first, those who might have been considered criminals, idiots, imbeciles,
rapists, the infirm, the institutionalised, were being sterilised against their
will. Then, everybody else.

The above essay describes only the beginning of an enormous worldwide program of
depopulating the earth, a real and frightening genocide on a global scale that
is in silent execution today, an apparently unrecognised but integral part of
globalisation. It led not only to the vast program of eugenics taught in
American universities, the forcible sterilisations the Carnegie Institute's
gas chambers. It led directly to Henry Kissinger's US National Security
Memorandum 200 (NSSM 200), a viciously aggressive plan to prevent, at apparently
almost any cost, the populations of non-Western countries from having children.

It led to USAID and Reimert Ravenholt sterilising at least 100 million unwitting
women, killing tens of millions in the process. It led to hundreds of thousands
of American women being rendered permanently sterile and millions of sterilities
and deaths in undeveloped countries, from the Dalkon Shield. It led to Robert
McNamara's Project 100,000, where about 500,000 low-IQ individuals were
conscripted into the US army and sent to Vietnam, few returning. It led to the
WHO using tetanus and polio vaccinations produced by Rothschild's
Sanofi-Connaught laboratories seeded with the female hormone hCg supplied by the
US CDC, to surreptitiously sterilise perhaps 150 million women in developing
nations without their knowledge and certainly against their will. It became part
of the US Biological Weapons program, much evidence suggesting SARS, MERS, and
perhaps AIDS were created for this purpose, part of the World Bank's
"private department" with persistent house of horrors rumors. It led to the
Zika Virus with Oxitec's GM "Terminator" Mosquitoes, and so much more. If
you don't know the story of ZIKA or of the WHO hCg anti-fertility
vaccinations, I urge you in the strongest terms to read these articles.

In 2001 scientists at the Epicyte bio-lab in San Diego created a GM
contraceptive corn, having discovered a rare class of human antibodies that
attack sperm. Their researchers isolated the genes that regulate the manufacture
of these antibodies and inserted them into corn plants, creating horticultural
factories that make contraceptives. Shortly after the 2001 Epicyte press
release, all discussion of the breakthrough vanished. The company was taken over
by Biolex and nothing more was heard in any media about the development of
spermicidal corn. Epicyte, DuPont and Syngenta (sponsors of the Svalbard Seed
Vault) had a joint venture to share and use this technology. Silvia Ribeiro, of
the NGO ETC Group, warned in a column in the Mexican daily La Jornada, that
"The potential of spermicidal corn as a biological weapon is very high", and
reminisced about the use of forced sterilizations against indigenous peoples.

This is the reason seed companies are suddenly promoting the use of cotton seeds
as a primary foodstuff for underdeveloped countries. Cotton seeds are toxic,
containing a chemical called gossypol which is an effective male sterilant. The
seed companies claim to have removed this toxin to a safe level, but there is no
safe level for gossypol. Even very minute doses taken repeatedly (as when used
for a basic food) will render an entire male population sterile. What the
Rothschilds and Sanofi, Bill Gates, the WHO, the World Bank, USAID and UNICEF do
for the female populations, the seed companies will do for the male portion. If
they have their way, much of the world may one day be uninhabited.
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"The International" is the world-renowned battle song of the socialist
labor movement. The English version of the original French text reads:

"Wake up, damned of this earth, who are still forced to starve! (...) Army
of slaves, wake up! (...) Peoples, hear the signals! To the final battle!
There is no supreme being, no God, no emperor or tribune to save us. To put
us out of our misery, that is something we can only do ourselves."

This call was made to the international labor movement after the violent
suppression of the Paris Commune in May 1871. It was not issued to the ruling
"Elite" of the exploiters and oppressors.

However, it is precisely this so-called elite that seems to be blowing to the
last battle today, in that it is seeking to reduce the population
(depopulation) by means of a compulsory "mass protective vaccination".
The pathogenic or even deadly composition of this vaccine, which will also
contain Nano-chips to control humanity, has certainly already been mixed in
the world's secret laboratories.

Even the active euthanasia of elderly and sick fellow citizens by means of
strong sleeping pills and opiates has already set these dark figures on their
way. Likewise a worldwide redistribution of general wealth from the bottom to
the top, from the poor to the super rich. Should we citizens of this world,
remembering these plans of the cabal, not recall to whom the call for the
final battle was actually made?

Two of these "world citizens" who are involved in such sinister plans are
the former US Secretary of State and Nobel Peace Prize winner Henry Kissinger
and the wealthy US entrepreneur and patron of the arts Bill Gates.

More than 50 years ago, Kissinger was Secretary of State and head of the US
National Security Council and author of the "National Strategic Security
Memorandum 200 (NSSM 200)

". According to the memorandum, depopulation should be "the highest
priority in US foreign policy towards the Third World", (...) because "the
US economy needs large and growing amounts of raw materials from overseas,
especially from the less developed countries" (Eggert, W. (2003). The
planned epidemics AIDS - SARS and military genetic research. Munich, p. 64)

In an opinion piece for the "Wall Street Journal", Kissinger called for

"a first step to develop `new techniques and technologies for infection
control and appropriate vaccines for large populations'. (...) In a second
step, the focus should now be on `healing the wounds of the global
economy'. ( quoted in RT Deutsch https://de.rt.com/25kn)

The citizens of the world should therefore - whether they want to or not -
be vaccinated and, in addition, it should be checked whether they have
complied with this vaccination obligation.

In the RT article just mentioned, Nobel Peace Prize winner Kissinger is also
referred to as a war criminal because, as the architect of the US aggression
against Vietnam and other covert CIA secret operations, he is responsible for
the death of millions of people.

Vaccination

Kissinger and the The Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation seem to agree on the
question of "mass protection vaccination". On March 31, 2020, the
"Washington Post" published an opinion article by Gates in which he
describes his vision to vaccinate people around the world:

"To bring the disease to an end, we'll need a safe and effective vaccine.
If we do everything right, we could have one in less than 18 months - about
the fastest a vaccine has ever been developed.

But creating a vaccine is only half the battle. To protect Americans and
people around the world, we'll need to manufacture billions of doses.
(Without a vaccine, developing countries are at even greater risk than
wealthy ones, because it's even harder for them to do physical distancing
and shutdowns.)

We can start now by building the facilities where these vaccines will be made.
Because many of the top candidates are made using unique equipment, we'll
have to build facilities for each of them, knowing that some won't get
used. Private companies can't take that kind of risk, but the federal
government can. It's a great sign that the administration made deals this
week with at least two companies to prepare for vaccine manufacturing. I hope
more deals will follow.

In 2015, I urged world leaders in a TED talk to prepare for a pandemic the
same way they prepare for war - by running simulations to find the cracks in
the system. As we've seen this year, we have a long way to go. But I still
believe that if we make the right decisions now, informed by science, data and
the experience of medical professionals, we can save lives and get the
country back to work.

Is the vaccination program related to the objective of reducing world
population?

In this context, let us recall Kant's Enlightenment motto "Sapere
aude!":"Have the courage to use your own intellect!"

*


Dr. Rudolf Hansel is a graduate psychologist and educationalist. Disclaimer:
The contents of this article are of sole responsibility of the author(s). The
Centre for Research on Globalization will not be responsible for any
inaccurate or incorrect statement in this article. Copyright (c) Dr. Rudolf
Hansel, Global Research, 2020
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Humankind is at a cusp, a point of transition between two different states of
governance and existence. The world today is like a sack being slowly filled
while the string around the opening is pulled increasingly tighter to prevent
the contents from escaping confinement. The shadows of this future are
everywhere to be seen but even the keenest of observers tend to view the
portents not as the warnings they are, but instead regard all these pieces of
one despairing puzzle as disconnected and unrelated events. In this essay, we
will take a look at where our world is going, how it is going there, and why
it is going there.

For, dark and despairing, my sight I may seal, but man cannot hide what God
would reveal. `Tis the sunset of life gives me mystical lore, and coming
events cast their shadow before. (1)

One needn't be credentialed as either prophet or oracle to make the
connections and expose the plan. It is another matter entirely to convince
average readers of the truth of it. German philosopher Arthur Schopenhauer
wrote that all truth passes through three stages. First, it is ridiculed.
Second, it is violently opposed. Third, it is accepted as being self-evident.
We are midway between the first and second stages, where proponents of
exposure are still widely ridiculed but, if they gain a popular audience,
they will be violently attacked.

Where we are going - One World Government

Lest we succumb to the temptation of dismissing this as yet another batty
conspiracy theory, it would be wise to consider these quotes:

David Rockefeller in an address to the Trilateral Commission, referring to the
Bilderberg Group, whose existence was hotly denied and derided for decades as
just another conspiracy theory:

"We are grateful to the Washington Post, the New York Times, Time magazine
and other great publications whose directors have attended our meetings and
respected the promises of discretion for almost forty years. It would have
been impossible for us to develop our plan for the world if we had been
subject to the bright lights of public scrutiny during those years. But, the
world is now more sophisticated and fully prepared to march towards our one
world-government. The supranational sovereignty of our intellectual elites
and world bankers is surely preferable to the globe as a whole." (2)

Montagu Norman, Governor of The Bank of England prior to the crash of 1929,
addressing the United States Bankers' Association, New York, Idaho Leader,
26 August 1924.

"When, through process of law, the common people lose their homes, they will
become more docile and more easily governed through the strong arm of the
government applied by a central power of wealth under leading financiers.
These truths are well known among our principal men, who are now engaged in
forming an imperialism to govern the world." (3)

Banker Paul Warburg, testifying before the US Senate on February 17, 1950,
stated,

"We will have a world government whether you like it or not. The only
question is whether that government will be achieved by conquest or
consent." (4)

We will have a look at one example each of the `conquest' and
`consent' scenarios in Iraq and Greece, but let me state here that there
are literally thousands of similar statements going back well over 100 years
(sufficient with footnotes to fill a 300-page book), by authors and
personalities famous and obscure, but all containing essentially the same
message - that the financial powers of Europe and America are planning a
super-sovereign world government within their absolute control. One would
have to be a fool to ignore the sheer volume of evidence.

A Quick Look at Greece

Greece is now a failed state, an almost perfect exemplar of our future, the
definitive ideal of those planning the world to come. Driven into bankruptcy
by unrepayable loans, the leaders of Greece threw away their nation's one
chance for survival as a sovereign state and instead capitulated totally,
accepting draconian measures meant to perpetually impoverish their
population, while privatising the entire nation in one fell swoop. The
international bankers bullied Greece into placing the nation's entire
infrastructure into a so-called trust (controlled by "an independent
Luxembourg-based company"), which, by order, would be "entirely outside
the reach or influence" of the Greek government. The bankers and their
friends will now take ownership of all of it, at prices they set.

Greece was bullied into a package of reforms with severe austerity measures
and spending cuts. The government slashed spending in all quarters, eliminated
25% of civil service positions, reducing wages by 30% for those remaining.
Greece was forced to increase the VAT rate, reduce (and eliminate) pensions
and increase the retirement age, raise the domestic corporation tax while
cutting taxes for the top 1% and foreign corporations, take drastic measures
to "improve tax collection and fight tax evasion". Naturally, the economy
instantly cratered, losing about one quarter of its size with unemployment
rising above 25% and youth unemployment above 50%, rendering the majority of
families under considerable financial stress.

The government was also forced to establish virtually a new constitution, with
Eurocrats and IMF officials not only writing the new laws but also having a
veto over all new legislation, serving to embody in law a lack of social
infrastructure and perpetual poverty, emasculating the sovereignty of the
state. To ensure compliance with the austerity directives, Greece is obliged
to surrender control over the policing of all major portions of its economy.
Eurocrats and IMF officials not only wrote the new laws, but EU (i.e.
banking) officials are placed inside all ministries, with authority to ensure
compliance and control funds. Greeks now hate the Europeans bitterly,
believing that these foreign creditors' power to "rummage through every
government department on Greek soil" is an insult to Greek sovereignty, with
Greece in fact and reality now facing not only austerity but external
governance.

Greece's Finance Minister, Yanis Varoufakis, resigned his position rather
than participate in the destruction of his country, accusing the bankers and
the ECB of deploying "liquidity asphyxiation" to bring the country to its
knees, saying

"The costs being demanded of Greece are so punitive that they are almost
impossible to meet." He said further that "The most humiliating and
unbearable choice is an agreement that will surrender and loot our country
and subjugate our people. The European Central Bank cut off all liquidity and
creditors simply destroyed our country."

Greece's economy has become nearly paralysed, with the whole economy
shifting to cash. The local payments system is breaking down since nobody
wants to accept transfers into bank accounts that could be seized at any
moment, the Greeks remembering only too well the recent prior events in Cyprus
where the same bankers seized from 50% to 90% of all bank accounts of
significant size, including pension funds and (to the glee of many) all
accounts held by Russians. Many Cypriots saw their savings wiped out because
of the privately-owned central bank. The US government did something similar
to its own citizens in 1933 by seizing all gold holdings by Americans - in
the depths of the Great Depression. Citizens received dollars in return for
the seized gold, but that dollar was formally devalued by 40% at the same
time, robbing all of 60% of their holdings. (5) (6)

Greece has virtually ceased to exist as a sovereign nation, and there are many
others similar, including Cyprus, Haiti, Somalia, Iraq, Libya, the Balkans,
Panama, Nicaragua. This is not news. To quote William Blum:

"It was under Reagan administration influence that the International
Monetary Fund and World Bank began widely imposing the policy package known as
structural adjustment - featuring deregulation, privatization, emphasis on
exports, cuts in social spending - that has plunged country after country in
the developing world into economic destitution."

The IMF chief at the time was honest about what was to come, saying in 1981
that, for low-income countries, "adjustment is particularly costly in human
terms". (7) (8)

With Greece as in all such cases after Imperialism has taken control, the
nation is surrounded by a news blanket through which little if anything
escapes, with the willing compliance (or terrified submission) of all news
wires and media outlets, removing the country from the worldwide public mind.

A Look at Iraq

It is well-known the US launched a devastating war on Iraq, criminally
unjustified and based entirely on falsehoods, and against the advice of its
own military, some in the Pentagon labeling the idea "crazy". By 2013 the
US media were reporting a US military withdrawal from Iraq, but the US never
had any intention of ever leaving Iraq. The myth of withdrawal was merely a
PR attempt "to delete Iraq from the public's collective consciousness, to
make it disappear so they can work quietly without public scrutiny". It is
true that several hundred small military bases have been closed, but there are
an additional 40 or 50 very large bases that were built to be permanent and
will never be closed.

The US embassy in Beijing contains an astonishing more than 1,200 people, but
the US embassy in Baghdad contains more than 16,000 people, the largest and
most expensive in the world, comprising more than 100 acres, larger than the
Vatican City, and costing more than 2 billion dollars to build. It is a
self-contained, heavily armed and fortified city in the center of Baghdad,
centered on Saddam's former palace and containing more than 20 buildings
surrounded by 20-foot walls and entirely self-sufficient for electricity,
water, and all other functions, the permanent Middle East Headquarters of the
American empire. From here, in conjunction with the US "embassy" in
Yerevan, Armenia that contains 6,000 people (the second-largest embassy in
the world) the US can spread its brutal imperial tentacles over a wide swath
of Mesopotamia and the Middle East.


Iraq's New Legislative Control


Iraq's government is a nearly irrelevant puppet administration. The first
acts of the occupying Provisional Authority were to rewrite Iraq's
constitution and body of laws by declaring a succession of 100 so-called
"Provisionary Orders" promulgated by American Paul Bremer. These
Provisionary Orders were written into Iraqi law prior to the US handover of
the government, and have the highest standing of all laws in Iraq, so high
they "cannot be removed by any subsequent Iraqi government". They are
perpetual. (9)

Orders 57 and 77 ensure full control of Iraq by placing US-appointed auditors
and inspectors-general in every government ministry, with sweeping authority
over contracts, programs, employees and regulations. These Orders stipulate
that the US must approve every senior government appointment and every
candidate for elected office. US military officers are reported to frequently
and freely enter cabinet meetings with demands or instructions on policy
decisions to be made. One of Bremer's first acts was to close almost 200
state-owned businesses and turn the industry sectors over to American
companies, rendering unemployed more than 500,000 people. He took control of
Iraq's media, shuttering them on a whim, over the objections of virtually
everyone.

Bremer's Orders permit foreign multinationals to privatise the entire nation
including all physical and social infrastructure and all commerce. They
allocate to foreign oil companies the exclusive right to at least 65% of the
country's oil reserves, and to determine the distribution of revenue and
profit allocated to Iraq from the remainder. Order 39 allows for the tax-free
remittance of all foreign corporate profits. Order 81 stipulates that all
Iraqi farmers must use Monsanto's GM seed for all crops planted in the
country, with the use of any heritage Iraqi seed stock now totally prohibited.
Order 17 guarantees that all Americans and foreign contractors in Iraq will
not be subject to Iraqi law. The orders state that "All trained elements of
the Iraqi armed forces shall at all times be under the operational control of
the American commander". Order 56 creates a new privately-owned (foreign)
central bank.

Examining Bremer's Laws

I have occasionally been charged with responsibility for drafting legislation
at a national level and can testify this is not something one does in ten
minutes over a cup of coffee. The task requires extreme expertise in a
particular area and a more than adequate facility in the drafting of legal
wording. When amending legislation, it is paramount to possess a flawless
familiarity with the content of existing law and, most importantly, a thorough
apprehension of the full range of potential consequences of a particular
selection of legal wording.

Consider the framing of legislation for a national health care system.
Certainly we need one or more medical experts intimately familiar with the
entire range of health services and a general appreciation of the required
infrastructure, but we also need extensive experience in planning the delivery
system for such care, as well as the taxation implications of financing. It
would be rare to find this combination of knowledge in one person, to say
nothing of the legal knowledge necessary to draft the appropriate huge
legislation. If we add medical insurance into this mix, it should be apparent
that we need an entire team of specialists and considerable time to forge the
necessary legal framework. Moreover, except for the most simple of items, we
would almost never rely on the opinion or judgment of only one person in any
field, thus considerably expanding the numbers of this team.

Bremer's laws covered virtually the entire gamut of Iraqi society, including
taxation, transportation, and medical care, the founding of a privately-owned
central bank, a new Iraqi currency and a full slate of laws on foreign
investment, banking and securities markets, SOEs, a new electoral law
governing parties and elections. There were new laws governing the nation's
petroleum industry, control of the media, laws dealing with foreign
contractors, the auditing of government departments, a new penal code,
detention and prison facilities, control of Iraqi borders, ports and airports,
a Ministry of Science and Technology, a full revision of the labor code, vast
legislation dealing with trademarks, patents, design, and an overhaul of IP,
entirely new laws controlling agriculture that included GM seed, and very much
more.

It should be obvious that no one man could possess the required expertise in
all these areas, and nothing in Bremer's background suggests ability of
consequence in any of them. Further, many of these portions of legislation
were extremely complex, each containing a great many pages of precise legal
wording that would have required several months in the drafting. This means a
great number of large teams meeting regularly over many months to finalise
drafts, but it also infers mandatory reporting to a control group on the
progress, guidance as to overall intent of each piece of legislation, with
periodic approval of direction, content, and final result. Yet Bremer was
promulgating these new Orders at the rate of three or four per week, the
entire 100 produced in about ten months.

The drafting of these laws would have required at least hundreds of experts,
perhaps more than 1,000, and a lengthy time in preparation. Bremer was
appointed to Iraq on May 9, 2003, and issued his first Order (on the
De-Ba'athification of Iraqi Society) on May 16. That would hardly provide
adequate time to overcome jet lag, much less to obtain an appreciation of
what Ba'ath society was, much less the rationale for, and consequences of,
exterminating it. Bremer then issued another 30 or 40 laws within the next
few months, including the entire penal code, banking and investment, the
military, and more.

Order 56 creating the new privately-owned central bank is an immense document
that would require months of preparation. The seed laws were almost certainly
written by the lawyers from Monsanto and Cargill, et al. Others are similar.
It is obvious these laws were written in advance by executives and lawyers of
banks and multinational corporations all over the world and simply delivered
to Bremer to promulgate. It is also obvious these laws were planned and in
process long before the US invaded Iraq. To add to this equation, we have the
fact that the laws were not prepared by any portion of the US government,
since even the White House had no specific knowledge of any of Bremer's
activities and the US Congress had been sidelined and silenced beforehand.

Bremer's Appointment

Let's step back for a moment to examine Bremer's appointment as Director
of the Coalition Provisional Authority and interim President of Iraq. The
sanitised narrative tells us that Bremer was selected by President Bush, but
there is no evidence that Bush had ever met Bremer or indeed ever heard his
name, the man having had minor past appointments but having been out of
government employ for more than ten years prior.

Secretary of State Colin Powell had already placed Lt. Gen. Jay Garner as the
top official in Iraq, and planned to add Zalmay Khalilzad, an Iraqi with
extensive local knowledge to assist Garner. Suddenly and without explanation
(while Powell was out of town), Bremer was plucked from thin air and appointed
to replace Garner - to the great surprise of Powell, Rice, and all others.
According to the published record, Powell called Rice on his return and asked,
"What's going on? What happened?" Rice apparently replied, "I don't
know. I had nothing to do with it." Bremer's appointment was not only a
surprise, but against the stated will of the President, the Secretary of
State and the country's National Security Advisor. As well, both the CIA and
the military strongly objected, the CIA because they hadn't been asked or
informed and the military because they viewed an uninformed civilian
helicopter transplant as both dangerous and useless.

The facts suggest the impetus came through Henry Kissinger, with whom Bremer
had been closely associated and was a Managing Director of Kissinger
Associates for 10 or 12 years to that point, the thread seeming to lead
through Cheney while bypassing the President. The facts are not clear on
whether Bush was instructed to obey or was even informed on the matter prior
to his announcement. Military knowledge and intimate familiarity with Iraq
were deemed essential for this position, but Bremer had neither. When Bremer
was given the position in Iraq, the White House plan was that he take
Khalilzad with him but, in a private meeting with President Bush, Bremer
insisted he be solely in charge, a demand Bush accommodated.

On the organisation chart, Bremer reported to Defense Secretary Donald
Rumsfeld, but ample evidence exists that Rumsfeld totally ignored Bremer and
his activity, Bremer doing the same in reverse. Rumsfeld had a reputation as
a control mandarin; it has been widely documented that he was often present in
Baghdad to direct the torture facilities and `military pacification' of
the Iraqi citizenry, and it is thus beyond logic that he would have ignored
his most important subordinate - the "President of Iraq", who was
tasked with remaking the entire country, but there is no credible record of
the two even crossing paths. Bremer held what appears to have been a fully
independent and unassailable position with no oversight from any part of the
US government.

Rajiv Chandrasekaran, an assistant managing editor of The Washington Post and
its bureau chief in Baghdad at the time, wrote a book titled `Imperial Life
in the Emerald City: Inside Iraq's Green Zone'. (9) He spoke at length
about this in a PBS interview in 2006. (10) Chandrasekaran claims Bremer
"viewed his (Saddam's) palace out there in Baghdad not as an embassy that
had any obligation to report back developments to Washington", claiming
further that virtually no information flowed from Baghdad to Washington and
that "Bremer had been given an exemption" from clearing any decisions
through the White House.

In fact, Bremer's leash was so long and Bremer so secretive that when the
White House wanted information, Condolezza Rice could do no better than have
her NSC staff check the Coalition Provisional Authority (CPA) website - to
see if they could learn what was happening in Baghdad. Bremer further refused
to hire anyone who wasn't `ideologically sympathetic' to his real
purposes, or who might have a `back channel' to Washington. "Their only
allegiance would be to Bremer." Chandrasekaran says that whatever Bremer
wanted, he got, and that he "amassed quite a degree of power and
influence". In this entire matter, the US Congress was nowhere to be seen,
totally removed from oversight or governing.

A Matter of Money

At least US$100 billion and perhaps as much as US$200 billion, the bulk of
this in cash, all of it within Bremer's control, simply disappeared without
a trace. The US FED alone shipped US$40 billion in cash by air to Iraq, most
of it unaccounted for. Millions of tons of Iraqi oil were sold without
accounting as to the purchasers and with no record of the disposition of the
receipts. A large but undetermined additional amount of exported oil was
unmetered, leaving no record of the volume or the payments. Bremer had a room
near his office in Saddam's palace that contained by documented reports
US$600 million to US$800 million in cash, that was his private `slush
fund' and which bore no records of any kind. There was no oversight from
any source. Billions of dollars were repeatedly paid for contracts where no
evidence existed of work having being done. In addition, Iraq's central
bank was looted of at least US$20 billion in gold (some reports claimed US$60
billion), plus undocumented billions in foreign currency, which is also
unaccounted for.

In one case, a `reconstruction project' was quoted to the Iraqi
`government' as costing US$20 billion but Bremer presented instead an
invoice for US$60 billion. When Iraq objected, Bremer's response was,
"Just be grateful we saved you from Saddam." The $60 billion was paid from
Iraqi oil exports but no documentation exists as to who received the money
and no evidence existed as to any actual work having been performed. In other
cases, Bremer paid multiple invoices for hundreds of millions of dollars each
as wages for thousands of workers when no one could produce evidence that such
workers had ever existed. (11)

An International Advisory and Monitoring Board (IAMB) was later established to
provide independent financial oversight of Bremer's CPA spending, the board
including representatives from the UN, the World Bank, the IMF and the Arab
Fund for Economic and Social Development. The IAMB spent months trying to find
auditors acceptable to the US, the Bahrain office of KPMG finally appointed
in April 2004. It was stonewalled. They wrote in an interim report:

"KPMG has encountered resistance from CPA staff regarding the submission of
information required to complete our procedures."

"The auditors even had trouble getting passes to enter the Green Zone. There
appears to have been good reason for the Americans to stall. At the end of
June 2004, the CPA would be disbanded and Bremer would leave Iraq. There was
no way the (White House) would want independent auditors to publish a report
into the financial propriety of its Iraqi administration while the CPA was
still in existence and Bremer at its head still answerable to the press. So
the report was published in July." (12)

Bremer's exit from Iraq raised many questions. His handover of government
was done days in advance of the published schedule, performed entirely by
surprise and literally in minutes, Bremer then quickly boarding a helicopter
for the airport where he then boarded a US military transport. When all Iraqis
had left the scene, he suddenly deplaned and boarded a private Gulfstream 4
that flew him out. He then resurfaced in Vermont as a ski instructor.

There is very much more. Generally, the auditors found either inadequate or no
documentation to account for almost all funds, with no way of knowing how much
money was actually looted or to whom it was paid. "Since then,
investigators have spent years trying to trace what happened to the enormous
amount of money shipped in the frantic days of the occupation of Iraq.
Although there have been hundreds of pages of reports, Congressional hearings,
and inquiries from Washington to Baghdad, no one in Congress, a special
inspector general's office, the Department of Defense or the Iraqi
government itself can say with certainty what exactly happened to all of that
money." (12)

A Review

Let's review what we have so far. A group of powerful men decided that Iraq
would be colonised, and pressed Bush to use the US military to destroy and
then occupy the country, this over the objection of the US military. This
same group removed Garner and installed Bremer as the head of the Coalition
Occupying government, over the unanimous objections of the US President, the
Secretary of State, the National Security Council, the US military and the
CIA. Bremer, appearing to have unlimited power and no oversight, reported to
no one in the US government, the evidence suggesting the White House and
Cabinet, including Donald Rumsfeld, Bremer's direct superior, and the US
President, were forbidden to meddle or even to ask direct questions on his
activity. The US military and CIA voiced strong objections - to no avail -
to many of Bremer's initial laws, especially on the Ba'ath society and
dismantling the Iraqi military, stating these actions would lead to perpetual
protests and bloodshed.

This same group of powerful men gathered hundreds of experts to draft new
legislation to control Iraq according to their private plan. Simultaneously,
Iraq was being unconscionably looted, openly and without apparent inhibition,
perhaps of US $200 billion in total which disappeared without a trace, and
with no information as to who received that money.

This was all done with no identifiable benefit to the US as a nation, or to
the American people. The US incurred the several trillion dollars of the cost
of the Iraq war, took all the battlefield casualties, and was delegated to
occupy Iraq at its own expense, then remain silent. The only apparent duty of
the US Congress was to conduct an insincere investigation into the missing
billions, then sweep the matter under the carpet. The media, compliant as
always, remained silent on all matters demanding a voice.

Who are They?

Who were those people, this handful of powerful men, who decided to subjugate
and loot Iraq, the men responsible for drafting all Iraq's new laws, and
undoubtedly the recipients of the missing billions? Who are these men who
have the power to direct the US President and the military to destroy an
innocent country and occupy it? Who has the power to take over Iraq's
entire infrastructure and loot all its assets, while forbidding any part of
the US government to interfere, in spite of the fact that the US paid the
bill for the entire effort? Similarly, who were the men with the power not
only to terrify Greece into utter submission and loot the country's entire
infrastructure in one shot but to embed themselves permanently into Greece's
government with the authority to maintain and ensure that submission?

These men were, are, and will be, our new masters in our Brave New World. But
there is much more. We have seen brief examples of where we are going -
"by conquest or consent". Let's take a brief look at how the rest of us
are going there.

The Train to Perdition

The over-riding feature of our new world will be the ultimate control of our
economies, our nations - such as they will be, and our lives, by a group of
international bankers and industrialists. One arrow in this quiver is the
privatisation - taking public assets into private hands - of the entire
physical and social infrastructure of our nations, as we have seen with
Greece and Iraq - and which already applies to more than a few other
nations. It is this that is responsible for the extreme push that has been
building since the 1970s and early 1980s to privatisation, the US being the
best example of acquiescence. For those nations resisting, this is the cause
of the push in the WTO and other agreements to securitise all infrastructure
in preparation for collapsing stock markets then purchasing for pennies all of
a nation's assets. Privatisation includes even arable land and water
aquifers, everything of value and of necessity for human life.

The world needs with extreme urgency to see a world map of privatisation as it
exists today, diagrams of all nations displaying all the national assets and
infrastructure that have already been privatised. The shock from seeing this
alone might serve to wake up the world, to realise how far this strategy has
already progressed. As one example, after the destruction of Jugoslavia, it
was briefly reported that George Soros and Madeline Albright had taken
possession of Kosovo's entire communications network, with an estimated
value of US$800 million. George Bush's family took ownership of millions of
acres of the largest water aquifer in South America. There are literally
thousands of such events scattered around the globe that have received no
publicity or attention, being considered as isolated instances instead of
crucial elements of a vast plan that has been increasing in speed for the
past 60 years. Extreme attention is being paid to controlling the entire
world's fresh water. Nestle's president is on record as stating that
water is not a human right but a commodity that should be priced and sold (and
privately-owned).

It isn't only public assets that are being `privatised'. This includes
the creation of ever-larger worldwide corporate and banking behemoths
swallowing their smaller rivals until, in each nation, most of the means of
production and distribution are in the same hands, eliminating nation by
nation the leading producers until none of significance remain. Control of a
nation's food supply is part of this enormously ambitious scheme of world
government and control, hence the intense bullying push on all nations to
accept GM seed. This seed has two main purposes. The obvious one is that it
gives the multi-national seed companies virtual total control over the
fundamental fabric of a nation's food supply. The less obvious purpose is
that GM seed was invented not by seed companies but by the US military as an
offensive weapon or, more precisely, as a weapons-delivery system. It is now
widely-known that many lethal pathogens can be spliced into GM seed. The
masters will have a choice with recalcitrant nations: either refuse a supply
of seed and let the population starve, or splice typhus, HIV, the plague, into
the seeds and let nature take its course.

The plan involves the destruction of national sovereignty and of individual
nationalism. Patriotism and loyalty to nations are a curse which must be
eliminated. There are many avenues for this. One is the incessant drumbeat in
the media, propagandising the world against economic or any other kind of
nationalism. Another is immigration, as is being carried out in Europe.
Economic hopefuls and other refugees have no nationalistic feelings toward
their adopted country and no regrets over lost sovereignty. When a nation
reaches a level of 30% of such persons, it may be impossible to arouse a
critical mass of indignity that would lead to protests and uprisings.

But sovereignty does not disappear; it is merely replaced. Thus, another major
building block is the transfer of sovereignty to the bankers and their
multi-national corporations, which was the main thrust of the stillborn TPP
where the rights of corporations would supersede those of a nation's
government and its supreme courts, being thrust solely into the hands of
panels consisting of lawyers selected by this same group. The TPP attempt was
astonishing in its boldness, a terrifying amount of bullying of nations to
transfer absolute power to a group of entirely unknown persons for the sake of
establishing in perpetuity the rights of these people to absolutely loot every
nation to abject poverty. As one example, the refusal to a tobacco company to
sell cigarettes would trigger an automatic obligation to pay that firm all the
profits - in perpetuity - it would have made had it been entirely free of
government regulation.

To bring this plan to completion also requires the eventual destabilisation
and effective destruction of the family, of organised society, and of
religion. When the Bolsheviks inflicted their communist coups throughout
Europe, the instance of Hungary is most exemplary. When the communists took
over Hungary, Bela Kun proclaimed himself dictator, one of his first decrees
being to nationalise almost all private property and to announce that private
commerce would be punished with the death penalty. He immediately confiscated
virtually all industry and land, and began an intense attack on religion while
making great efforts to undermine and destroy all public morality as well as
concepts of God and religion. He instituted a program of what came to be known
as cultural terrorism. As part of this, he began a radical sex education
program in Hungarian schools where children were instructed in free love,
sexual intercourse, the archaic nature of middle class family codes, the
outdatedness of monogamy and the irrelevance of religion which deprives man
of all pleasures. Women were called to rebel against the sexual mores of the
time by engaging in open promiscuity.

The stated purpose in promoting licentiousness among women and children was to
destroy the family, the core institution of Christianity and western culture.
As perhaps the best current example, we can clearly see evidence in slow
motion today of this happening in the US, in large part with the heavy
promotion and even celebration of the alphabet soup of sexual preferences and
of two men becoming `husband' and `wife' and adopting small boys.

In terms of society, this is the cause of the class war being waged in all
Western nations today, the purpose being, as with the Bolshevik revolutions
and the US in 2008, to either kill off or bankrupt the bourgeois, the middle
classes, and send them all down to the lower class where they eventually
become homeless, disposable cattle.

The 2008 debacle in the US was generally described as a financial crisis, but
it was really part of the class war, meant to deprive as many Americans as
possible of their homes to make them more docile and more easily governed.
The huge bubble in 2008 in `subprime' home loans was immediately repeated
with automobiles in precisely the same way, these loans securitised then
diced and sliced while being given AAA ratings by Moodys. Today, the ratio of
delinquent auto loans is approaching a crisis point and will undoubtedly soon
implode, depriving millions of Americans of their only hope of holding any
employment since a car is virtually a necessity in much of the US. In 2008,
most of the US middle class was unceremoniously dumped into the lower class,
all signs seeming to indicate a repeat on the horizon.

The program has also involved for the past 60 years increasingly bold attempts
at population reduction, either killing off or sterilising vast swaths of
humanity. This was the reason for the foundation of Planned Parenthood, the
main reason for existence of USAID, for Kissinger's NSSM 200 - a viciously
aggressive plan to prevent, at apparently almost any cost, births in
non-Western countries. USAID and Reimert Ravenholt sterilised at least 100
million unwitting women, killing tens of millions in the process. This
program was behind Robert McNamara's Project 100,000. It was almost
certainly behind the recent Zika virus in South America. It is the reason the
WHO has been traveling the undeveloped world and sterilising countless
millions of women without their knowledge through the fraudulent tetanus
vaccination programs where the vaccine is laced with Hcg, in fact permanently
vaccinating women against pregnancy.

This is the reason seed companies are suddenly promoting the use of cotton
seeds as a primary foodstuff for underdeveloped countries. Cotton seeds are
toxic, containing a chemical called gossypol which is an effective male
sterilant. The seed companies claim to have removed this toxin to a safe
level, but there is no safe level for gossypol. Even very minute doses taken
repeatedly (as when used for a basic food) will render an entire male
population sterile. What the WHO, the World Bank, and UNICEF do for the
female populations, the seed companies will do for the male portion. If they
have their way, much of the world may one day be uninhabited.

The Bankers' Private Army

Such grand plans to corral humanity as domestic animals and to successfully
put down opposition from them and the remnants of their governments, requires
overwhelming military strength. It began with the British East India Company
where Rothschild had at one time a standing army of more than one million men,
a testimony to the profitability of looting rich India. The army had two main
purposes: to discourage local Indians from protesting at the looting of their
nation by foreigners, and the necessity of enforcing by violence the
abandonment by farmers of food crops to grow opium for sale in China. The
history books are mostly silent and cleverly vague on the transfer of these
responsibilities to the British government, leading readers to assume the
British at some point ordered the East India Company to relinquish its power
to be replaced by the more humane British. But that's now how it was.
Rothschild abandoned his military when the profits were insufficient to carry
it, and simply transferred his flag to the British military who became
literally the Banker's Private Army to be used not only in India but in many
other instances like the Boer wars where Rothschild wanted the gold and
diamonds, this private army obediently killing all those who stood in the way.

The UK was used thus for many years, through two world wars nobody wanted,
until England was finally bankrupt, its fabled Empire in tatters, and begging
the US for financial support. England was deliberately sacrificed for these
ends as described, and today remains only a rump, a tail so grateful to have a
dog. But no matter. These same men had already obtained virtual full control
of the US government and simply transferred their flag - again to the
world's most powerful military. It is no secret that the US is itself being
cannibalised by this same group, eventually drowning in unrepayable war debt,
the citizenry mostly homeless and bankrupt, and the entire infrastructure and
means of production owned by this same small group. As Benjamin Netanyahu
famously stated, "Once we have squeezed everything we want from the US, it
can dry up and blow away." And it will.

But no matter. The flag is already being transferred to NATO, a supra-national
military responsible only to this same group, an irresistible military force
comprised of all the armed forces of dozens of nations. This is why a full
surrender of a nation's military is a prerequisite even for consideration in
joining the EU. This is why the servicemen of NATO are being taught to
abandon all feelings of nationalism for their country and wear only a NATO
flag on their hearts. NATO was meant as the enforcement arm of the TPP, had
it succeeded, but will still function as something similar.

We are now seeing rampant uprisings in Iraq, throughout South America, and
will soon see them in Greece, the populations arising en masse to protest
against their impoverishment and slavery. In the end, each stripped and
emasculated national `government' will have only two functions: tax
collection to funnel money to the masters of the world, and population
suppression to put down the inevitable revolts. In cases where either the
government itself revolts, or where the government proves unable to quell
massive disturbances, NATO will intervene to "pacify" the population with
terror and brutality.

Who are These People?

The members of this group are generally extremely wealthy bankers and
industrialists, the owners or controllers of most of the world's
multi-national companies, media, and so on, who seem to hold an ideal of a
world comprised of their small number owning all the means of production,
assisted by a larger group of educated compradors, all ruling over a world
populated by homeless, uneducated and impoverished pre-humans. I have no
explanation for this ambition. They would own or control the entire world's
wealth, but to what end? None of these people can spend what they have now,
many private fortunes running into the trillions of dollars. I believe most of
us would prefer to be kings of a rich and educated society, rather than
Tarzan, king of the apes, the ruler of a herd of goats not being much of a
ruler by any measure.

Signs of Hope

There are some, but not many. The strength of Russia and China, and perhaps
Iran, is of some comfort, since another world war is almost certainly on the
horizon for the finalisation of this plan. The protests in France and
throughout South America bring some comfort, particularly those nations
gathering their courage and refusing to be enslaved or to be bullied into
submission by the US.

This cabal of would-be world emperors has flaws of its own, prematurity
resulting from excessive confidence being one. It was the same group that
attempted the fascist coup in the US in 1934, but failed. The TPP was an
astonishingly bold attempt to simply bully much of the world into submission,
which also failed. There have been others.

The plethora of online information and its absorption by what appears to be an
increasing number of people in many nations, is cause for hope since education
is vital to expose all parts of this plan, and sunlight is still the best
disinfectant. And, as William Blum said, you need faith and courage.
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Our Thanks to Off-Guardian for bringing this important article to our attention

We get a lot of e-mails and private messages along these lines "do you have a
source for X?" or "can you point me to mask studies?" or "I know I saw a
graph for mortality, but I can't find it anymore". And we understand, it's
been a long 18 months, and there are so many statistics and numbers to try and
keep straight in your head.

So, to deal with all these requests, we decided to make a bullet-pointed and
sourced list for all the key points. A one-stop-shop.

Here are key facts and sources about the alleged "pandemic", that will help
you get a grasp on what has happened to the world since January 2020, and help
you enlighten any of your friends who might be still trapped in the New Normal
fog.



Part I: "COVID Deaths" and Mortality

1. The survival rate of "Covid" is over 99%. Government medical experts went
out of their way to underline, from the beginning of the pandemic, that the vast
majority of the population are not in any danger from Covid.



Almost all studies on the infection-fatality ratio (IFR) of Covid have returned
results between 0.04% and 0.5%. Meaning Covid's survival rate is at least
99.5%.

2. There has been NO unusual excess mortality. The press has called 2020 the
UK's "deadliest year since world war two", but this is misleading because
it ignores the massive increase in the population since that time. A more
reasonable statistical measure of mortality is Age-Standardised Mortality Rate
(ASMR):

By this measure, 2020 isn't even the worst year for mortality since 2000, In
fact since 1943 only 9 years have been better than 2020.

Similarly, in the US the ASMR for 2020 is only at 2004 levels:

For a detailed breakdown of how Covid affected mortality across Western Europe
and the US click here. What increases in mortality we have seen could be
attributable to non-Covid causes [facts 7, 9 & 19].

3. "Covid death" counts are artificially inflated. Countries around the
globe have been defining a "Covid death" as a "death by any cause within
28/30/60 days of a positive test".

Healthcare officials from Italy, Germany, the UK, US, Northern Ireland and
others have all admitted to this practice:


Removing any distinction between dying of Covid, and dying of something else
after testing positive for Covid will naturally lead to over-counting of
"Covid deaths". British pathologist Dr John Lee was warning of this
"substantial over-estimate" as early as last spring. Other mainstream
sources have reported it, too.

Considering the huge percentage of "asymptomatic" Covid infections [14], the
well-known prevalence of serious comorbidities [fact 4] and the potential for
false-positive tests [fact 18], this renders the Covid death numbers an
extremely unreliable statistic.

4. The vast majority of covid deaths have serious comorbidities. In March 2020,
the Italian government published statistics showing 99.2% of their "Covid
deaths" had at least one serious comorbidity.

These included cancer, heart disease, dementia, Alzheimer's, kidney failure
and diabetes (among others). Over 50% of them had three or more serious
pre-existing conditions.

This pattern has held up in all other countries over the course of the
"pandemic". An October 2020 FOIA request to the UK's ONS revealed less
than 10% of the official "Covid death" count at that time had Covid as the
sole cause of death.

5. Average age of "Covid death" is greater than the average life expectancy.
The average age of a "Covid death" in the UK is 82.5 years. In Italy it's
86. Germany, 83. Switzerland, 86. Canada, 86. The US, 78, Australia, 82.

In almost all cases the median age of a "Covid death" is higher than the
national life expectancy.

As such, for most of the world, the "pandemic" has had little-to-no impact
on life expectancy. Contrast this with the Spanish flu, which saw a 28% drop in
life expectancy in the US in just over a year. [source]

6. Covid mortality exactly mirrors the natural mortality curve. Statistical
studies from the UK and India have shown that the curve for "Covid death"
follows the curve for expected mortality almost exactly:

The risk of death "from Covid" follows, almost exactly, your background risk
of death in general.

The small increase for some of the older age groups can be accounted for by
other factors.[facts 7, 9 & 19]

7. There has been a massive increase in the use of "unlawful" DNRs.
Watchdogs and government agencies have reported huge increases in the use of Do
Not Resuscitate Orders (DNRs) over the last twenty months.

In the US, hospitals considered "universal DNRs" for any patient who tested
positive for Covid, and whistleblowing nurses have admitted the DNR system was
abused in New York.

In the UK there was an "unprecdented" rise in "illegal" DNRs for
disabled people, GP surgeries sent out letters to non-terminal patients
recommending they sign DNR orders, whilst other doctors signed "blanket
DNRs" for entire nursing homes.

A study done by Sheffield Univerisity found over one-third of all
"suspected" Covid patients had a DNR attached to their file within 24 hours
of hospital admission.

Blanket use of coerced or illegal DNR orders could account for any increases in
mortality in 2020/21.[Facts 2 & 6]

Part II: Lockdowns

8. Lockdowns do not prevent the spread of disease. There is little to no
evidence lockdowns have any impact on limiting "Covid deaths". If you
compare regions that locked down to regions that did not, you can see no pattern
at all.

"Covid deaths" in Florida (no lockdown) vs California (lockdown)

"Covid deaths" in Sweden (no lockdown) vs UK (lockdown)

9. Lockdowns kill people. There is strong evidence that lockdowns - through
social, economic and other public health damage - are deadlier than the
"virus".

Dr David Nabarro, World Health Organization special envoy for Covid-19 described
lockdowns as a "global catastrophe" in October 2020:

We in the World Health Organization do not advocate lockdowns as the primary
means of control of the virus[...] it seems we may have a doubling of world
poverty by next year. We may well have at least a doubling of child malnutrition
[...] This is a terrible, ghastly global catastrophe."

A UN report from April 2020 warned of 100,000s of children being killed by the
economic impact of lockdowns, while tens of millions more face possible poverty
and famine.

Unemployment, poverty, suicide, alcoholism, drug use and other social/mental
health crises are spiking all over the world. While missed and delayed surgeries
and screenings are going to see increased mortality from heart disease, cancer
et al. in the near future.

The impact of lockdown would account for the small increases in excess mortality
[Facts 2 & 6]

10. Hospitals were never unusually over-burdened. the main argument used to
defend lockdowns is that "flattening the curve" would prevent a rapid influx
of cases and protect healthcare systems from collapse. But most healthcare
systems were never close to collapse at all.

In March 2020 it was reported that hospitals in Spain and Italy were
over-flowing with patients, but this happens every flu season. In 2017 Spanish
hospitals were at 200% capacity, and 2015 saw patients sleeping in corridors. A
paper JAMA paper from March 2020 found that Italian hospitals "typically run
at 85-90% capacity in the winter months".

In the UK, the NHS is regularly stretched to breaking point over the winter.

As part of their Covid policy, the NHS announced in Spring of 2020 that they
would be "re-organizing hospital capacity in new ways to treat Covid and
non-Covid patients separately" and that "as result hospitals will experience
capacity pressures at lower overall occupancy rates than would previously have
been the case."

This means they removed thousands of beds. During an alleged deadly pandemic,
they reduced the maximum occupancy of hospitals. Despite this, the NHS never
felt pressure beyond your typical flu season, and at times actually had 4x more
empty beds than normal.

In both the UK and US millions were spent on temporary emergency hospitals that
were never used.

Part III: PCR Tests

11. PCR tests were not designed to diagnose illness. The Reverse-Transcriptase
Polymerase Chain Reaction (RT-PCR) test is described in the media as the "gold
standard" for Covid diagnosis. But the Nobel Prize-winning inventor of the
process never intended it to be used as a diagnostic tool, and said so publicly:

PCR is just a process that allows you to make a whole lot of something out of
something. It doesn't tell you that you are sick, or that the thing that you
ended up with was going to hurt you or anything like that."

12. PCR Tests have a history of being inaccurate and unreliable. The "gold
standard" PCR tests for Covid are known to produce a lot of false-positive
results, by reacting to DNA material that is not specific to Sars-Cov-2.

A Chinese study found the same patient could get two different results from the
same test on the same day. In Germany, tests are known to have reacted to common
cold viruses. A 2006 study found PCR tests for one virus responded to other
viruses too. In 2007, a reliance on PCR tests resulted in an "outbreak" of
Whooping Cough that never actually existed. Some tests in the US even reacted to
the negative control sample.

The late President of Tanzania, John Magufuli, submitted samples goat, pawpaw
and motor oil for PCR testing, all came back positive for the virus.

As early as February of 2020 experts were admitting the test was unreliable. Dr
Wang Cheng, president of the Chinese Academy of Medical Sciences told Chinese
state television "The accuracy of the tests is only 30-50%". The Australian
government's own website claimed "There is limited evidence available to
assess the accuracy and clinical utility of available COVID-19 tests." And a
Portuguese court ruled that PCR tests were "unreliable" and should not be
used for diagnosis.

You can read detailed breakdowns of the failings of PCR tests here, here and
here.

13. The CT values of the PCR tests are too high. PCR tests are run in cycles,
the number of cycles you use to get your result is known as your "cycle
threshold" or CT value. Kary Mullis said: "If you have to go more than 40
cycles[...]there is something seriously wrong with your PCR."

The MIQE PCR guidelines agree, stating: "[CT] values higher than 40 are
suspect because of the implied low efficiency and generally should not be
reported,"Dr Fauci himself even admitted anything over 35 cycles is almost
never culturable.

Dr Juliet Morrison, virologist at the University of California, Riverside, told
the New York Times: Any test with a cycle threshold above 35 is too
sensitive...I'm shocked that people would think that 40 [cycles] could
represent a positive...A more reasonable cutoff would be 30 to 35".

In the same article Dr Michael Mina, of the Harvard School of Public Health,
said the limit should be 30, and the author goes on to point out that reducing
the CT from 40 to 30 would have reduced "covid cases" in some states by as
much as 90%.

The CDC's own data suggests no sample over 33 cycles could be cultured, and
Germany's Robert Koch Institute says nothing over 30 cycles is likely to be
infectious.

Despite this, it is known almost all the labs in the US are running their tests
at least 37 cycles and sometimes as high as 45. The NHS "standard operating
procedure" for PCR tests rules set the limit at 40 cycles.

Based on what we know about the CT values, the majority of PCR test results are
at best questionable.

14. The World Health Organization (Twice) Admitted PCR tests produced false
positives. In December 2020 WHO put out abriefing memo on the PCR process
instructing labs to be wary of high CT values causing false positive results:

when specimens return a high Ct value, it means that many cycles were required
to detect virus. In some circumstances, the distinction between background noise
and actual presence of the target virus is difficult to ascertain.

Then, in January 2021, the WHO released another memo, this time warning that
"asymptomatic" positive PCR tests should be re-tested because they might be
false positives:

Where test results do not correspond with the clinical presentation, a new
specimen should be taken and retested using the same or different NAT
technology.

15. The scientific basis for Covid tests is questionable. The genome of the
Sars-Cov-2 virus was supposedly sequenced by Chinese scientists in December
2019, then published on January 10th 2020. Less than two weeks later, German
virologists (Christian Drosten et al.) had allegedly used the genome to create
assays for PCR tests.

They wrote a paper, Detection of 2019 novel coronavirus (2019-nCoV) by real-time
RT-PCR, which was submitted for publication on January 21st 2020, and then
accepted on January 22nd. Meaning the paper was allegedly "peer-reviewed" in
less than 24 hours. A process that typically takes weeks.

Since then, a consortium of over forty life scientists has petitioned for the
withdrawal of the paper, writing a lengthy report detailing 10 major errors in
the paper's methodology.

They have also requested the release of the journal's peer-review report, to
prove the paper really did pass through the peer-review process. The journal has
yet to comply.

The Corman-Drosten assays are the root of every Covid PCR test in the world. If
the paper is questionable, every PCR test is also questionable.

Part IV: "Asymptomatic Infection"

16. The majority of Covid infections are "asymptomatic".From as early as
March 2020, studies done in Italy were suggesting 50-75% of positive Covid tests
had no symptoms. Another UK study from August 2020 found as much as 86% of
"Covid patients" experienced no viral symptoms at all.

It is literally impossible to tell the difference between an "asymptomatic
case" and a false-positive test result.

17. There is very little evidence supporting the alleged danger of
"asymptomatic transmission". In June 2020, Dr Maria Van Kerkhove, head of
the WHO's emerging diseases and zoonosis unit, said:

From the data we have, it still seems to be rare that an asymptomatic person
actually transmits onward to a secondary individual,"

A meta-analysis of Covid studies, published by Journal of the American Medical
Association (JAMA) in December 2020, found that asymptomatic carriers had a less
than 1% chance of infecting people within their household. Another study, done
on influenza in 2009, found:

...limited evidence to suggest the importance of [asymptomatic] transmission.
The role of asymptomatic or presymptomatic influenza-infected individuals in
disease transmission may have been overestimated..."

Given the known flaws of the PCR tests, many "asymptomatic cases" may be
false positives.[fact 14]

Part V: Ventilators

18. Ventilation is NOT a treatment for respiratory viruses. Mechanical
ventilation is not, and never has been, recommended treatment for respiratory
infection of any kind. In the early days of the pandemic, many doctors came
forward questioning the use of ventilators to treat "Covid".

Writing in The Spectator, Dr Matt Strauss stated:

Ventilators do not cure any disease. They can fill your lungs with air when you
find yourself unable to do so yourself. They are associated with lung diseases
in the public's consciousness, but this is not in fact their most common or
most appropriate application.

German Pulmonologist Dr Thomas Voshaar, chairman of Association of
Pneumatological Clinics said:

When we read the first studies and reports from China and Italy, we immediately
asked ourselves why intubation was so common there. This contradicted our
clinical experience with viral pneumonia.

Despite this, the WHO, CDC, ECDC and NHS all "recommended" Covid patients be
ventilated instead of using non-invasive methods.

This was not a medical policy designed to best treat the patients, but rather to
reduce the hypothetical spread of Covid by preventing patients from exhaling
aerosol droplets.

19. Ventilators killed people. Putting someone on a ventilator who is suffering
from influenza, pneumonia, chronic obstructive pulmonary disease, or any other
condition which restricts breathing or affects the lungs, will not alleviate any
of those symptoms. In fact, it will almost certainly make it worse, and will
kill many of them.

Intubation tubes are a source of potential a infection known as
"ventilator-associated pneumonia", which studies show affects up to 28% of
all people put on ventilators, and kills 20-55% of those infected.

Mechanical ventilation is also damaging to the physical structure of the lungs,
resulting in "ventilator-induced lung injury", which can dramatically impact
quality of life, and even result in death.

Experts estimate 40-50% of ventilated patients die, regardless of their disease.
Around the world, between 66 and 86% of all "Covid patients" put on
ventilators died.

According to the "undercover nurse", ventilators were being used so
improperly in New York, they were destroying patients' lungs:


This policy was negligence at best, and potentially deliberate murder at worst.
This misuse of ventilators could account for any increase in mortality in
2020/21 [Facts 2 & 6]

Part VI: Masks

20. Masks don't work. At least a dozen scientific studies have shown that
masks do nothing to stop the spread of respiratory viruses.

One meta-analysis published by the CDC in May 2020 found "no significant
reduction in influenza transmission with the use of face masks".

Another study with over 8000 subjects found masks "did not seem to be
effective against laboratory-confirmed viral respiratory infections nor against
clinical respiratory infection."

There are literally too many to quote them all, but you can read them:
[1][2][3][4][5][6][7][8][9][10] Or read a summary by SPR here.

While some studies have been done claiming to show mask do work for Covid, they
are all seriously flawed. One relied on self-reported surveys as data. Another
was so badly designed a panel of experts demand it be withdrawn. A third was
withdrawn after its predictions proved entirely incorrect.

The WHO commissioned their own meta-analysis in the Lancet, but that study
looked only at N95 masks and only in hospitals.

Aside from scientific evidence, there's plenty of real-world evidence that
masks do nothing to halt the spread of disease.

For example, North Dakota and South Dakota had near-identical case figures,
despite one having a mask-mandate and the other not:

In Kansas, counties without mask mandates actually had fewer Covid "cases"
than counties with mask mandates. And despite masks being very common in Japan,
they had their worst flu outbreak in decades in 2019.

21. Masks are bad for your health. Wearing a mask for long periods, wearing the
same mask more than once, and other aspects of cloth masks can be bad for your
health. A long study on the detrimental effects of mask-wearing was recently
published by the International Journal of Environmental Research and Public
Health

Dr. James Meehan reported in August 2020 he was seeing increases in bacterial
pneumonia, fungal infections, facial rashes .

Masks are also known to contain plastic microfibers, which damage the lungs when
inhaled and may be potentially carcinogenic.

Childen wearing masks encourages mouth-breathing, which results in facial
deformities.

People around the world have passed out due to CO2 poisoning while wearing their
masks, and some children in China even suffered sudden cardiac arrest.

22. Masks are bad for the planet. Millions upon millions of disposable masks
have been used per month for over a year. A report from the UN found the Covid19
pandemic will likely result in plastic waste more than doubling in the next few
years., and the vast majority of that is face masks.

The report goes on to warn these masks (and other medical waste) will clog
sewage and irrigation systems, which will have knock on effects on public
health, irrigation and agriculture.

A study from the University of Swansea found "heavy metals and plastic fibres
were released when throw-away masks were submerged in water." These materials
are toxic to both people and wildlife.

Part VII: Vaccines

23. Covid "vaccines" are totally unprecedented. Before 2020 no successful
vaccine against a human coronavirus had ever been developed. Since then we have
allegedly made 20 of them in 18 months.

Scientists have been trying to develop a SARS and MERS vaccine for years with
little success. Some of the failed SARS vaccines actually caused
hypersensitivity to the SARS virus. Meaning that vaccinated mice could
potentially get the disease more severely than unvaccinated mice. Another
attempt caused liver damage in ferrets.

While traditional vaccines work by exposing the body to a weakened strain of the
microorganism responsible for causing the disease, these new Covid vaccines are
mRNA vaccines.

mRNA (messenger ribonucleic acid) vaccines theoretically work by injecting viral
mRNA into the body, where it replicates inside your cells and encourages your
body to recognise, and make antigens for, the "spike proteins" of the virus.
They have been the subject of research since the 1990s, but before 2020 no mRNA
vaccine was ever approved for use.

24. Vaccines do not confer immunity or prevent transmission. It is readily
admitted that Covid "vaccines" do not confer immunity from infection and do
not prevent you from passing the disease onto others. Indeed, an article in the
British Medical Journal highlighted that the vaccine studies were not designed
to even try and assess if the "vaccines" limited transmission.

The vaccine manufacturers themselves, upon releasing the untested mRNA gene
therapies, were quite clear their product's "efficacy" was based on
"reducing the severity of symptoms".

25. The vaccines were rushed and have unknown longterm effects. Vaccine
development is a slow, laborious process. Usually, from development through
testing and finally being approved for public use takes many years. The various
vaccines for Covid were all developed and approved in less than a year.
Obviously there can be no long-term safety data on chemicals which are less than
a year old.

Pfizer even admit this is true in the leaked supply contract between the
pharmaceutical giant, and the government of Albania:

the long-term effects and efficacy of the Vaccine are not currently known and
that there may be adverse effects of the Vaccine that are not currently known

Further, none of the vaccines have been subject to proper trials. Many of them
skipped early-stage trials entirely, and the late-stage human trials have either
not been peer-reviewed, have not released their data, will not finish until 2023
or were abandoned after "severe adverse effects".

26. Vaccine manufacturers have been granted legal indemnity should they cause
harm. The USA's Public Readiness and Emergency Preparedness Act (PREP) grants
immunity until at least 2024.

The EU's product licensing law does the same, and there are reports of
confidential liability clauses in the contracts the EU signed with vaccine
manufacturers.

The UK went even further, granting permanent legal indemnity to the government,
and any employees thereof, for any harm done when a patient is being treated for
Covid19 or "suspected Covid19".

Again, the leaked Albanian contract suggests that Pfizer, at least, made this
indemnity a standard demand of supplying Covid vaccines:

Purchaser hereby agrees to indemnify, defend and hold harmless Pfizer [...] from
and against any and all suits, claims, actions, demands, losses, damages,
liabilities, settlements, penalties, fines, costs and expenses

Part VIII: Deception and Foreknowledge

27. The EU was preparing "vaccine passports" at least a YEAR before the
pandemic began. Proposed COVID countermeasures, presented to the public as
improvised emergency measures, have existed since before the emergence of the
disease.

Two EU documents published in 2018, the "2018 State of Vaccine Confidence"
and a technical report titled "Designing and implementing an immunisation
information system" discussed the plausibility of an EU-wide vaccination
monitoring system.

These documents were combined into the 2019 "Vaccination Roadmap", which
(among other things) established a "feasibility study" on vaccine passports
to begin in 2019 and finish in 2021:

This report's final conclusions were released to the public in September 2019,
just a month before Event 201 (below).

28. A "training exercise" predicted the pandemic just weeks before it
started. In October 2019 the World Economic Forum and Johns Hopkins University
held Event 201. This was a training exercise based on a zoonotic coronavirus
starting a worldwide pandemic. The exercise was sponsored by the Bill and
Melinda Gates Foundation and GAVI the vaccine alliance.

The exercise published its findings and recommendations in November 2019 as a
"call to action". One month later, China recorded their first case of
"Covid".

29. Since the beginning of 2020, the Flu has "disappeared".In the United
States, since February 2020, influenza cases have allegedly dropped by over 98%.

It's not just the US either, globally flu has apparently almost completely
disappeared.

Meanwhile, a new disease called "Covid", which has identical symptoms and a
similar mortality rate to influenza, is supposedly sweeping the globe.

30. The elite have made fortunes during the pandemic. Since the beginning of
lockdown the wealthiest people have become significantly wealthier. Forbes
reported that 40 new billionaires have been created "fighting the
coronavirus", with 9 of them being vaccine manufacturers.

Business Insider reported that "billionaires saw their net worth increase by
half a trillion dollars" by October 2020.

Clearly that number will be even bigger by now.
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GloboCap uber Alles

by C.J. Hopkins / July 22nd, 2020

So, how are you enjoying the "New Normal" so far? Is it paranoid and
totalitarian enough for you? If not ... well, hold on, because it's just
getting started. There is plenty more totalitarianism and paranoia still to
come.

I know, it feels like forever already, but, in fact, it has only been a few
months since GloboCap started rolling out the new official narrative. We're
still in the early stages of it. The phase we're in now is kind of like where
we were back in February of 2002, a few months after the 9/11 attacks, when
everyone was still in shock, the Patriot Act was just a few months old, and the
Department of Homeland Security hadn't even been created yet.

You remember how it was back then, when GloboCap was introducing the official
"War on Terror" narrative, don't you?

OK, maybe you do and maybe you don't. Maybe you're too young to remember,
or you were caught up in the excitement of the moment and weren't paying
attention to the details. But some of us remember it clearly. We remember
watching (and futilely protesting) as GloboCap prepared to invade, destabilize,
and restructure the entire Middle East, as countries throughout the global
capitalist empire implemented "emergency security measures" (which, 18
years later, are still in effect), as the corporate media bombarded us with
official propaganda, jacked up The Fear, and otherwise prepared us for the
previous "New Normal" ... some of us remember all that clearly.

Personally, I remember listening to a liberal academic on NPR calmly
speculating that, just hypothetically, at some point in the not-too-distant
future, we might need to sacrifice our principles a bit, and torture some
people, to "keep America safe." I recounted this to other Americans at the
time, among my many other concerns about where the post-9/11 mass hysteria was
heading. Most of them told me I was just being paranoid, or that they didn't
really care, because we needed to do whatever was "necessary" to protect
Americans, and, in any event, "the terrorists deserved it." Shortly
thereafter, I started making plans to get the hell out of the country.

I mention that, not to signal my virtue - leaving the U.S.A. didn't achieve
anything, except for improving my standard of living - but to jog your
memory, and maybe prompt you to compare that period to the one we are in now.
The parallels are overwhelming. The "state of emergency." The propaganda.
The mass hysteria. The mob mentality. The exaggeration of the actual threat.
The police-state atmosphere. The suppression of dissent. The constant
repetition of the new official narrative. The exhortative catchphrases and
meaningless slogans. The confusion. The chaos. The existential fear. And so on.
It is all so very familiar.

I'm referring to the simulated pandemic, of course, but also to the
racialized civil unrest and identitarian polarization that GloboCap has
fomented throughout the United States, and, to varying degrees, the rest of the
empire. I've been covering the War on Populism and GloboCap's
"Trump-is-literally-Hitler" propaganda since 2016, so the civil unrest
isn't terribly surprising. But, I confess, I did not see the fake plague
coming. Running the two psy-ops together was brilliant. The effect on people
has been devastating. Everyone is either depressed or enraged, or in some stage
of paranoid paralysis. Some have been so thoroughly terrorized that they are
literally refusing to leave their houses. Others are lining up at gun shops.
White people are getting down on their knees and publicly washing Black
people's feet in "symbolic demonstrations of forgiveness." Condiments are
changing their names. It's like we're all trapped in a gratuitously
didactic Netflix zombie-apocalypse series set in the world of The Handmaid's
Tale, written, directed, and produced by Spike Lee.

The official propaganda could not be more Orwellian, nor could people's
willingness to go along with it. It doesn't even have to appear to make
sense. Doublethink has taken over. For example, most of the developed world has
been in some form of totalitarian lockdown, and subjected to other police-state
measures (like being beaten and arrested for not wearing a mask), for no
justifiable reason whatsoever, for going on the last five months, but,
according to the corporate media (and the millions of people they have
apparently brainwashed), it's only now that Trump has sent his Homeland
Security goons into Portland that, suddenly, "democracy is under attack!"

But wait ... no, I take it back. The Orwellianism gets even more Orwellian.
According to GloboCap and its sanctimonious minions, that sentence I just wrote
about Portland is racist, because nearly everything you can imagine is racist,
or is a potential threat to the public health. Calling riots "riots" is
racist. Silence is racist. Free speech is racist. Refusing to wear a mask is
racist. The BLM protesters are immune to the virus, but other large gatherings
(which, it goes without saying, are probably racist) all have to be banned.
Normality, as Americans knew it, is over, and it is never, ever, coming back,
because white supremacy caused the pandemic. Sweden, Norway, Denmark, and
Finland (where life has been going on without mass hysteria) do not exist. They
have never existed (and, if they ever did, they were probably racist). Talking
on public transportation is deadly. Interacting with children is potentially
deadly, as are most other forms of human interaction ... unless you're
tearing down a racist statue, or burning down a local family business, while
wearing a designer anti-racism mask.

Seriously, though, just like in 2002, when GloboCap was still rolling out the
"War on Terror" narrative, the facts are all available for anyone who
cares. The falsification of Covid statistics and hospital capacity figures, the
unreliability of the tests, and so on ... it has all been repeatedly
documented. Anyone with a positive test result who later dies of any cause
(including a fatal motorcycle accident) is counted as a "Covid death."
Anyone admitted to a hospital for anything who tests positive for the virus is
a "Covid hospitalization." And, I'm sorry to disappoint my liberal
friends (assuming I have any left at this point), but systematic racism and
police brutality did not suddenly begin in 2016.

What suddenly began in 2016 was a concerted effort on the part of GloboCap to
put down a growing populist backlash against global capitalism and its soulless
ideology. Yes, most of that backlash is neo-nationalist in character, but it
also includes a significant number of old-fashioned lefty-types like myself,
and a lot of other un-woke folks who aren't quite ready to embrace their new
identities as interchangeable human commodities.

We are experiencing the culmination of that effort (or what they hope is the
culmination of that effort) to put down this motley populist insurgency, and
ensure that it never happens again. GloboCap is teaching us a lesson. The
lesson is:

This is what you get when you fuck around with GloboCap. This is what voting
for Trump, Brexit, and all the rest of that `populist' nonsense gets you
... global pandemics, civil race wars, riots, lockdowns, economic depression,
societal collapse, chaos, fear. Go ahead, fuck around with us some more. We
will make you wear ridiculous face masks forever. We will paint little arrows
and boxes on the floor to show you where to walk and stand. We will bankrupt
your businesses, shut down your schools, psychologically torture your children.
We'll inject them with any fucking thing we want. There is nothing you can do
about it. We will make you get down on your knees and apologize for fucking
with us, or we will stigmatize you as a `racist,' sic our mobs of fanatics
on you, and `cancel' you and your entire family.

This, essentially, is the message that GloboCap is delivering to disobedient
populists (left or right, it makes no difference; GloboCap doesn't care which
political labels we cling to or slap on each other). It is our final warning to
quit playing grab-ass, get with the global capitalist program, and start
behaving and thinking as we're told ... unless we want to get locked down
again, and ordered to wear things on our faces, and be otherwise ritually
humiliated.

See, the so-called "New Normal" (i.e., the new ideological narrative that
GloboCap is rolling out) is actually not that new at all ... or, OK, the
pathologization part is (and I'll be paying close attention to that aspect of
it), but, basically, it's just plain old totalitarianism. It isn't
state-totalitarianism, because our world isn't ruled by nation-states. It is
ruled by global capitalism. We are being reminded of that fact at the moment
... and being shown what happens if we start to forget it.

Where we go from here is anyone's guess. My hunch is, it is only going to get
worse until they can get Trump out of office, which Americans are liable to
help them do, simply to make the whole nightmare stop. Once he's gone,
they'll probably retire the fake pandemic, call off the riots, and stage some
sort of international celebration of the Rebirth of Democracy, after which they
can get finally back to the business of ruthlessly destabilizing,
restructuring, and privatizing the planet, sanitizing history, curing humanity
of racism, hate, and other pathologies, and otherwise enforcing rigid
conformity to global capitalist ideology.

Maybe they could get the Hamilton composer to write them a hip hop
Deutschlandlied to use as a supranational anthem. They could call it GloboCap
Uber Alles ... it kind of has a ring to it, doesn't it?





C. J. Hopkins is an award-winning American playwright, novelist and political
satirist based in Berlin. His plays are published by Bloomsbury Publishing and
Broadway Play Publishing, Inc. His dystopian novel, Zone 23, is published by
Snoggsworthy, Swaine & Cormorant. Volume I of his Consent Factory Essays is
published by Consent Factory Publishing, a wholly-owned subsidiary of
Amalgamated Content, Inc. He can be reached at cjhopkins.com or
consentfactory.org. Read other articles by C.J..
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So, good news, folks! It appears that GloboCap's Genetic Modification Division
has come up with a miracle vaccine for Covid! It's an absolutely safe,
non-experimental, messenger-RNA vaccine that teaches your cells to produce a
protein that triggers an immune response, just like your body's immune-system
response, only better, because it's made by corporations!

OK, technically, it hasn't been approved for use - that process normally
takes several years - so I guess it's slightly "experimental," but the
US Food and Drug Administration and the European Medicines Agency have issued
"Emergency Use Authorizations," and it has been "tested extensively for
safety and effectiveness," according to Facebook's anonymous "fact
checkers," so there's absolutely nothing to worry about.

This non-experimental experimental vaccine is truly a historic development,
because apart from saving the world from a virus that causes mild to moderate
flu-like symptoms (or, more commonly, no symptoms whatsoever) in roughly 95% of
those infected, and that over 99% of those infected survive, the possibilities
for future applications of messenger-RNA technology, and the genetic
modification of humans, generally, is virtually unlimited at this point.

Imagine all the diseases we can cure, and all the genetic "mistakes" we can
fix, now that we can reprogram people's genes to do whatever we want ...
cancer, heart disease, dementia, blindness, not to mention the common cold! We
could even cure psychiatric disorders, like "antisocial personality
disorder," "oppositional defiant disorder," and other "conduct
disorders" and "personality disorders." Who knows? In another hundred
years, we will probably be able to genetically cleanse the human species of
age-old scourges, like racism, sexism, anti-Semitism, homophobia, transphobia,
etcetera, by reprogramming everyone's defective alleles, or implanting some
kind of nanotechnological neurosynaptic chips into our brains. The only thing
standing in our way is people's totally irrational resistance to letting
corporations redesign the human organism, which, clearly, was rather poorly
designed, and thus is vulnerable to all these horrible diseases, and emotional
and behavioral disorders.

But I'm getting a little ahead of myself. The important thing at the moment is
to defeat this common-flu-like pestilence that has no significant effect on
age-adjusted death rates, and the mortality profile of which is more or less
identical to the normal mortality profile, but which has nonetheless left the
global corporatocracy no choice but to "lock down" the entire planet, plunge
millions into desperate poverty, order everyone to wear medical-looking masks,
unleash armed goon squads to raid people's homes, and otherwise transform
society into a pathologized-totalitarian nightmare. And, of course, the only way
to do that (i.e., save humanity from a flu-like bug) is to coercively vaccinate
every single human being on the planet Earth!

OK, you're probably thinking that doesn't make much sense, this crusade to
vaccinate the entire species against a relatively standard respiratory virus,
but that's just because you are still thinking critically. You really need to
stop thinking like that. As The New York Times just pointed out, "critical
thinking isn't helping." In fact, it might be symptomatic of one of those
"disorders" I just mentioned above. Critical thinking leads to "vaccine
hesitancy," which is why corporations are working with governments to
immediately censor any and all content that deviates from the official Covid-19
narrative and deplatform the authors of such content, or discredit them as
"anti-vax disinformationists."

For example, Children's Health Defense, which has been reporting on so-called
"adverse events" and deaths in connection with the Covid vaccines, despite
the fact that, according to the authorities, "there are no safety problems
with the vaccines" and "there is no link between Covid-19 vaccines and those
who die after receiving them." In fact, according to the "fact-checkers"
at Reuters, these purported "reports of adverse events" "may contain
information that is incomplete, inaccurate, coincidental, or unverifiable!"

Yes, you're reading between the lines right. The corporate media can't come
right out and say it, but it appears the "anti-vax disinformationists" are
fabricating "adverse events" out of whole cloth and hacking them into the
VAERS database and other such systems around the world. Worse, they are somehow
infiltrating these made-up stories into the mainstream media in order to lure
people into "vaccine hesitancy" and stop us from vaccinating every man,
woman, and child in the physical universe, repeatedly, on an ongoing basis, for
as long as the "medical experts" deem necessary.

Here are just a few examples of their handiwork ...

* In Norway, 23 elderly people died after receiving the Pfizer vaccine. However,
according to Reuters' "fact-checkers," it turns out, old people just die
sometimes, especially in nursing homes, from a variety of causes ... unless they
haven't been vaccinated, in which case they definitely died of Covid,
regardless of what they actually died of. For example, a 99-year-old man
suffering from dementia and emphysema, who tested negative for the virus three
times, was added to the "Covid deaths" figures because a nursing home
doctor "assumed" it was Covid (which GloboCap has expressly instructed him
to do).



* In Germany, 13 of 40 residents of one nursing home died after being
vaccinated, but this was just a "tragic coincidence," which had absolutely
nothing to do with the vaccine.



* In Spain, in another "tragic coincidence," 46 nursing home residents who
received the Pfizer-BioNTech vaccine died within the course of one month. A
further 28 of the 94 residents and 12 staff members subsequently tested
positive.



* In Florida, a healthy middle-aged doctor died from an unusual blood disorder
two weeks after receiving the vaccine, but, according to the experts, the
sudden onset of this rare immunological blood disorder (i.e., immune
thrombocytopenia) "should not be interpreted as linked to the vaccine," and
was probably just a total coincidence.



* In California, a 60-year-old X-ray technologist received a second dose of the
Pfizer vaccine. A few hours later he had trouble breathing. He was hospitalized
and died four days later. His widow says she's not ready at this point to link
her husband's death to the vaccine. "I'm not putting any blame on
Pfizer," she said, "or on any other pharmaceutical company." So, probably
just another coincidence.



* A 78-year-old woman in California died immediately after being vaccinated, but
her death was not related to the vaccine, health officials assured the public.
"(She) received an injection of the Covid-19 vaccine manufactured by Pfizer
around noon. While seated in the observation area after the injection, [she]
complained of feeling discomfort and while being evaluated by medical personnel
she lost consciousness." Despite the sudden death of his wife, her husband
intends to receive a second dose.



* A former Detroit news anchor died just one day after receiving the vaccine,
but it was probably just a coincidental stroke, which the "normal side
effects of the vaccine may have masked."



* Also in Michigan, a 90-year-old man died the day after receiving the vaccine,
but, again, this was just a tragic coincidence. As Dr. David Gorski explained,
"the baseline death rate of 90-year-olds is high because they're 90 years
old," which makes perfect sense ... unless, of course, they died of Covid, in
which case their age and underlying conditions make absolutely no difference
whatsoever.



* In Kentucky, two nuns at a monastery died, and more than two dozen others
tested positive, in a sudden "Covid-19 outbreak" that began two days after
the nuns were vaccinated. The monastery had been completely closed to visitors
and Covid-free up to that point, but the nuns were old and had "health
issues," and so on.



* In Virginia, a 58-year-old grandmother died within hours after receiving the
vaccine, but, as Facebook's "fact checkers" prominently pointed out, it
had to be just another coincidence, because the "vaccines have been tested for
safety extensively."




And then there are all the people on Facebook sharing their stories of loved
ones who have died shortly after receiving the Covid vaccine, who the Facebook
"fact checkers" are doing their utmost to discredit with their
official-looking "fact-check notices." For example ...

OK, I realize it's uncomfortable to have to face things like that (i.e.,
global corporations like Facebook implying that these people are lying or are
using the sudden deaths of their loved ones to discourage others from getting
vaccinated), especially if you're just trying to follow orders and parrot
official propaganda ... even the most fanatical Covidian Cultists probably still
have a shred of human empathy buried deep in their cold little hearts. But
there's an information war on, folks! You're either with the Corporatocracy
or against it! This is no time to get squeamish, or, you know, publicly exhibit
an ounce of compassion. What would your friends and colleagues think of you?!

No, report these anti-vaxxers to the authorities, shout them down on social
media, switch off your critical-thinking faculties, and get in line to get your
vaccination! The fate of the human species depends on it! And, if you're
lucky, maybe GloboCap will even give you one of these nifty numerical
Covid-vaccine tattoos for free!



CJ Hopkins February 23, 2021
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Pseudopandemic

Kit Knightly



Covid 19 was and is a pseudopandemic. It was the gross exaggeration of the
threat posed by a low mortality respiratory illness, comparable to influenza.

The pseudopandemic was a psychological operation (psy-op) designed to terrorise
the public. The objective was to accustom the people to draconian system of
government oppression by familiarising them with the mechanisms of a biosecurity
state.

The pseudopandemic was based upon an influenza like illness which, regardless of
its origin, was not and is not a disease which can legitimately be considered
the cause of a "pandemic." The only way it could ever be described as such
was by the removal of any reference to mortality from the World Health
Organisation's definition.

COVID 19 is a disease which has a mortality age distribution profile
indistinguishable from standard mortality. Unlike influenza, which
disproportionately impacts the young, in terms of threat to life, COVID 19 was
and is a wholly unremarkable illness.

Were it not for political theatrics and mainstream media propaganda, which began
in China, no one, outside of the medical profession and COVID 19 sufferers,
would have remarked on this disease.

The illusion of overwhelmed health services was created by massively reducing
their capacity and staffing levels while simultaneously reorienting healthcare
to treat everyone who presented with a respiratory illness as viral plague
carriers.

In reality the pseudopandemic saw unusually low levels of hospital bed
occupancy. However, due to the additional policies and procedures heaped upon
them, healthcare services were thrown into into disarray.

This was combined with the use of tests, incapable of diagnosing anything, as
proof of a COVID 19 "case." This enabled governments around the world to
make absurd claims about the threat level. They relied upon fake science and
junk data throughout. As symptomatic illness and resultant disease mortality was
relatively low, they asserted that people without any signs of illness (the
asymptomatic) were spreading the contagion.

This was abject nonsense. There was no evidence that the asymptomatic infected
anyone. Those at risk of severe illness were the small minority of people who
already had serious comorbidities, often due to their age.

The mass house arrests (lockdowns) and other measures, such as wearing face
masks, were then used to increase the infection risk, to reduce broad levels of
population immunity and give the false impression of an extraordinary public
health threat. The removal of health care for every other disease, including
cancer and ischaemic heart disease, coupled with the health costs of increasing
deprivation and immunosuppressant policies, were then exploited to bolster the
illusion of a pandemic.

This does not mean that COVID 19 didn't kill people but those who died of the
disease were a small percentage of the total numbers claimed. COVID 19 had no
discernible impact upon all-cause mortality. The increase above one of the
lowest ever 5 year mortality averages was mainly caused by the withdrawal of
health services, as increasing numbers of people died in their own homes or in
overburdened care settings, without receiving normal medical attention.

Despite these efforts, mortality in 2020 was still only the 9th highest in the
first two decades of the 21st century and one of the lowest age-standardised
mortality rates in the last 50 years.

COVID 19 presented virtually no risk to those of working age an none at all to
the young. There was no evidence that children were either at or presented any
risk. The school closures were part of the pseudopandemic psy-op. They gave the
misleading impression of an emergency and provided fraudulent justification for
vaccinating children.

The pseudopandemic was planned to lead to the complete transformation of our
culture and society. It has irrevocably changed our relationship with
governments, has caused catastrophic economic disruption, shutdown global trade
and saw millions become reliant on government subsidies. The pseudopandemic was
the opening salvo in a global coup d'etat.

The new pseudopandemic biosecurity apparatus is designed to control our
behaviour as we are forced through a global transformation. Those behind the
pseudopandemic intend to change the International Monetary and Financial System
(IMFS) and establish global governance in the shape of technocracy. Technocracy
is a neofeudal, totalitarian system based upon communitarian principles.

We will be offered the illusion of participatory democracy through our required
participation and belief in "civil society." Civil society will be a
"stakeholder" in the Technocracy. However, civil society will only be
allowed to pursue polices set at the global level.

Applied psychology was used throughout the pseudopandemic to fix our "choice
environment." We were conditioned to believe that following the rules was the
responsible and moral choice. In reality our behaviour was being deliberately
altered to ensure our compliance with the diktats of the biosecurity state,
preparing society for the transition to technocracy.

The new global IMFS is built upon carbon trading and a $120 trillion carbon bond
market is currently under construction. Assets are being defined in terms of
their Stakeholder Capitalism Metrics which rate investments depending upon their
environmental, social and governance (ESG) score.

These metrics have been established by the World Economic Forum working in
partnership with the central banks, the Bank for International Settlements (BIS)
and other stakeholder capitalists, such as the investment firm BlackRock.

The global system of central banks, headed by the BIS, are "going direct" by
directly funding government policy. They have linked monetary policy to fiscal
policy which means ultimate control of all government spending by the BIS. The
Financial Services Board of the BIS regulates ESG's and determines the value
of sustainable financial assets.

In this way, the global technocracy will facilitate the continuation of crony
capitalism, as only the right stakeholders will receive the approved ESG rating.
Those who don't will not be able to raise the investment capital they need and
will be forced out of business.

"Going direct" began before the World Health Organisation (WHO) declared a
global pandemic. All of the economic and financial responses to the
pseudopandemic, such as furlough and business support packages, were agreed as
part of the "going direct" plan in August 2019.

The so called economic stimulus of Quantitative Easing (QE) is a fraud. It is
based upon the unbridled monetisation of debt on an unprecedented scale. Going
direct means that the toxic junk assets of the financial institutions have been
taken on to the balance sheets of the central banks. Thus creating unimaginable
levels of public debt that can never, and will never, be repaid.

The QE money, created out of absolutely nothing, has been pumped into the
financial markets for the continued enrichment of the right stakeholders. The
vast expansion of the money supply will shortly lead to hyperinflation. The mass
unemployment that will occur as a result of the austerity, caused both by the
staggering levels of debt and our transition to a new IMFS, will create
stagflation.

The new net zero carbon economy will mean permanent austerity for the majority.
The Technate will provide a universal basic income (UBI), or some variation of
the concept, to be paid in Central Bank Digital Currency (CDBC). This will mean
that no one will have their own money, other than the chosen stakeholders, as
all transactions will be monitored and controlled by the central banks.

Those who oppose the neofeudal authority of the corporate, stakeholder Technate
and refuse to comply with the imposition of biosecurity obligations will have
their CBDC restricted or switched off. The pseudopandemic has established the
framework of the biosecurity state that will control all our lives. The vaccine
passports are the gateway to full biometric identity for every citizen in the
new normal Technate.

We will be required to show our biometric ID on demand. Access to goods and
services will be monitored and restricted as desired by the Technate. UBI and
CBDC combined with biometric ID will ensure our compliance. The central planners
of the Technate will oversee the AI controlled system which will automatically
limit the freedoms of those who defy the rules decreed by the stakeholder
capitalists.

Money, as we currently understand it, is no longer required by those behind the
pseudopandemic. The net zero carbon economy enables them to seize control of the
"global commons." This means that they will have dominion over all of the
Earth's natural resources. All land, the oceans, the atmosphere and even space
is being converted into assets via Stakeholder Capitalism Metrics.

Not only will we have no money of our own, we will be unable to access the
resources we need to survive without permission from the Technate. While this
system of technocracy has been planned for more than a century, it was the
financial collapse in 2008 that led the pseudopandemic planners to increase the
pace of transformation. The monetisation of debt had long been the source of
their authority but this IMFS was unsustainable. As all money was debt, its
eventual collapse was inevitable. It passed the point of no return in 2008.

With their going direct plan in place, the stage was set for the pseudopandemic.
SARS-CoV-2 provided the perfect opportunity and the core conspirators behind the
pseudopandemic had trained extensively in readiness for the operation. We were
then barraged by a mainstream media propaganda campaign and military's
information warfare units were deployed to control our "choice environment."

Scientific and medical doubts were censored as the suspension of normal
democratic processes was exploited to introduce the biosecurity state. Laws were
passed to allow government to commit any crime it wished in pursuit of
stakeholder capitalist sustainable development goals. Laws to end the right of
protest and censor free speech are moving unopposed through the legislature as
national governments, who are no more than stakeholder partners within the new
normal technocracy, prepare us for the coming Technate.

For the core conspirators of the pseudopandemic this is the realisation of their
long held dream of global governance. They are steeped in the mythology of
eugenics and population control. Once they have total control of the global
commons they will no longer need us as consumers and are intent upon significant
population reduction.

As insane as this all sounds the evidence, explored in pseudopandemic, is
overwhelming. We are facing global neofeudalism unless we act now. Herein lies
our hope.

The core conspirators have no real power. It is an illusion that they are
desperate to maintain. They invest billions in propaganda, hybrid warfare and
security systems because they are terrified that we will realise what they are
doing.

Their plan can only succeed if we believe their lies and comply with their
orders. If we don't there is nothing they can do about it.

We can reset the world.

Pseudopandemic is the new book by Iain Davis. It is available, both in kindle
and paperback, from Amazon and other sellers. Or you can subscribe to In This
Together for a free copy.
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Covid, 9/11 & Forever War 

From the war on terror to the "pandemic", the elite are constructing 
fake threats to start wars that never have to end.

Kit Knightly



The war was not meant to be won. It was meant to be continuous. George Orwell,
1984

Our 9/11 coverage this year, the 20th anniversary, has been focused on viewing
the attacks of 2001 through the lens of the Covid "pandemic" rollout.

The point is not that both Covid19 and 9/11 are necessarily part of the same
grand plan, were carried out by the same people, or were in any way directly
connected. Rather, they are thematically connected, on the meta-level.

They spring from the same collective urge all rulers and governments harbour,
and are employed to the same end.

They are different tools designed to achieve the same end. Different approaches
to the same problem. Different evolutionary stages of the same animal: The
decades-long change in the core aims of warfare and even the very meaning of
"war" itself.

War has always been vital to the preservation of the state. Wars make rulers
rich, and people scared. They unite nations behind leaders, and distract from
domestic political issues.

But, as nations become more powerful, weapon technology more advanced, and
global power centralises in giant corporations rather than nations, war - in
the traditional sense - becomes more expensive, more dangerous, and largely
meaningless.

Essentially the old-fashioned motivations for warfare no longer apply, but the
ancillary domestic benefits of war-like policy remain. While the state, and
their corporate backers, no longer need to take part in pitched battles over the
best farmland, they do still need their subjects to believe they are under
attack.

In short, by necessity, "war" has gradually shifted from genuine inter-state
conflicts over control of resources, into a top-down tool of psychological
manipulation.

And the first stage of that evolution was 9/11.



9/11 and the war on terror



9/11 was an inside job. Any objective examination of the evidence can only lead
to that conclusion. (I'm not going to lay that out here, we have dozens of
articles detailing that. That's not what I'm writing about today.)

The US government blew up their own buildings, killed their own civilians,
terrified their own people. The ruling class engaging in what Orwell called
"war against their subjects", in a very literal sense.

Much like the Reichstag fire in Nazi Germany, this staged "attack" was done
to create a war-like mentality. To make people believe they were under threat,
and serve as the basis for new "temporary emergency powers" for the
government.

But 9/11 went further, serving as the casus belli for a war: "The war on
terror".

The War on Terror was a new kind of war, yes it was used as a starting point for
more traditional wars in Afghanistan and Iraq, and then proxy wars in Syria,
Libya and Yemen, but its main target was actually domestic. A nationwide psy-op
war designed to keep 350 million people in a semi-permanent state of fear.

It was the natural next step in the Orwellian redefinition of "war" as a
concept.

If the primary aims of your war are a) To maintain domestic control of your
population, and b) To funnel tax-payer money into bloated contracts with the
private sector, then do you really need to declare war on a foreign country?

In fact, do you need an actual physical "war" at all? Isn't the idea of a
war just as good?

And if all you need is the idea of a war, what better way than to declare war on
an idea. Why not make your enemy an abstract concept?

Because the great thing about going to war on an abstract concept is you can't
ever lose, and you never have to win. The war can go on forever.

This idea was first trialled with "the war on drugs". But that didn't work
because a) people actually quite like drugs and b) Drugs are a vital income
stream for the deep state. So it fizzled.

The war on terror is better. Since "terror" is an abstract noun with no
solid reality, it can mean anything you want it to mean. "The war on terror"
can be domestic or foreign, political or military, overt or covert or both. It
can't be won, it can't be lost, and it only ends when you say it does.

It's perfect.

Well, almost perfect.

There are still a few issues.

For example, it's actually quite difficult to keep people afraid of an
abstract concept. You need real-world reminders. Essentially, for the war on
terror to continue, you need to keep reminding people terror is out there. Which
means terrorism needs to happen. Which means either letting it happen or making
it happen (the vast majority of the time it's the latter).

If you're staging terror attacks they either have to be real, resulting in
real victims and real grieving families asking real questions...or they're
fake, meaning paying actors. Either way is logistically complicated, difficult
to control and potentially embarrassing.

There's also the problem of the terrorists themselves. You've publicly
declared war on them...but they're also very useful. There's a reason
you've funded them for decades. The inevitable result is you end up with
"good terrorists" in country A, and "bad terrorists" in Country B. And
when they are revealed to be essentially exactly the same, well that looks bad.

But the biggest problem, really, is that it caps your ambition.

You may have chosen an abstract concept as the target of your war, but that
concept needs to take human form somehow. And any human enemy can only be so
scary, and can only do so much damage. There's no way you can frighten
everyone at once that way.

Plus, picking a human enemy - along racial, national, ethnic or ideological
lines - is inescapably divisive. You can't ever unite everyone behind that
flag.

In short, a war on terror and terrorists is fine if you want to rule a country,
but what if you want to rule a planet?

Well, what you need then is a new enemy. An enemy that can be anywhere and
everywhere, and that definitely isn't human.



The war on Covid



The Covid19 "pandemic" has been pitched to the public as a war from the
beginning.

As early as March 2020, the UN Secretary General was urging countries to
"declare war on the virus" and already calling Covid "the greatest threat
since World War II". A sentiment UN spokespeople have repeated. A lot.

National leaders were just as eager to equate Covid as a new grand cause, in
line with the fight against fascism.

Italy's Prime Minister referred to the nation's "darkest hour". New
South Wales premier Gladys Berejiklian told the press "this is literally a
war" just last month.

In the UK, the government made numerous transparent attempts to instil a
Churchillian "spirit of the Blitz" atmosphere. Unashamedly working World War
II parallels into all their Covid messaging, the Queen's cloying public speech
of shamelessly using the line We'll Meet Again.

In America, ever the hub of military metaphors, Trump called himself a
"wartime President" fighting an "invisible enemy". Former Governor of
New York Andrew Cuomo referred to healthcare professionals as "soldiers" in
the battle against Covid.

Worldwide, pundits frequently compare Covid to the war on terror, and Covid to
terrorists. The war metaphor has been ubiquitous in speeches, headlines and TV
spots.

The message is clear and simple: The virus is our enemy. We are at war.

And this war really is perfect.

It has all the benefits of a real war, and none of the drawbacks. All the
ephemeral malleability of the "war on terror", and none of its potential
complications.

Think about it...

In the name of Covid we have seen taxation, censorship, surveillance, state
expenditure to the private sector and state powers all increase. These are all
the cliche "emergency powers" the state seeks out in wartime.

And they've achieved it with a simple three-stage trick.

First, take a virus, give it a name and attribute to it the exact same symptoms
of every other cold and flu virus. You just created a new disease.

Second, take a test that can "find anything in anybody", run it on everyone
who goes into hospital (especially the terminally ill) and change the legal
definition of "cause of death". You just created "deaths" from your new
disease.

Third, start running that same test on everyone, multiple times a week. You just
created millions upon millions of "asymptomatic cases".

Combine these three, and you have created a "pandemic".

They created an enemy out of thin air, through a wave of propaganda and
statistical manipulation. "Covid" is nothing but a filter, a lens placed in
front of the public eye that distorts reality without actually changing anything
at all.

Just as with the "war on terror", the real threat is almost entirely
imaginary, but this time the optics are so much better. Instead of worshipping
the troops, we now pay homage to "healthcare heroes", the "soldiers on the
frontline against the virus". No bombs, no violence, just dancing nurses.

And what can't happen with Covid? Simple, anything they don't want to
happen. Because of the very nature of the manufactured pandemic, they have total
control of the narrative.

They can control the "cases" through the tests. They can control the
"deaths" through the definition of "cause of death". They can just tweak
the meaning of a word here and there, and start and stop the "pandemic" on a
whim. They can slow down the "spread", or speed it up. Introduce a new test
or treatment or "cure" it, then create a new variant to bring it back.

This war doesn't even really exist, so it never has to end and they definitely
can't lose.

Meanwhile, every new law that passes expands the power of the state over the
citizen, and every step of the way there new bloated private sector contracts up
for grabs. Testing and tracing and PPE. Vaccines and ventilators and quarantine
hotels. Public money is pouring into private hands.

And the best part? It's all being done in the name of "helping people".

Following 9/11, the Patriot Act empowered mass surveillance, detention without
charge and huge infringement of civil rights, because people might be
terrorists.

Now, allegedly anti-Covid "public health measures" are allowing the exact
same things...because people might be sick.

The state has transformed. What was once considered paranoid and aggressive, is
now simply beneficent and paternalistic.

That's the genius of the War on Covid.



The real forever war



So...how are Covid and 9/11 linked?

One flows directly into the other. They form a continuum of control narratives
designed to frighten people into accepting draconian limitations on their
freedom, whilst justifying a permanent society-wide warlike mentality.

"The war on terror" and the "war on Covid" are twin psy-ops that show
the transformation of "war" from a foreign policy into a purely domestic
one.

Orwell described it perfectly in 1984:

War, it will be seen, is now a purely internal affair. In the past, the ruling
groups of all countries, although they might recognize their common interest and
therefore limit the destructiveness of war, did fight against one another, and
the victor always plundered the vanquished. In our own day they are not fighting
against one another at all. The war is waged by each ruling group against its
own subjects, and the object of the war is not to make or prevent conquests of
territory, but to keep the structure of society intact.

In just the last two years we have all seen the truth of this. Covid has shown
us supposedly enemy nations suddenly come to an accord and demonstrate almost
total unity of purpose to spread one big lie.

The global capitalist hegemony doesn't need to conquer land or steal resources
anymore. They already own everything worth owning, all they need now is to
control their workers and preserve the inequality they have created.

That's the real war being waged here. Not the ridiculous war on terror. And
not the laughable war on Covid. No, the real "forever war" is what Niels
Harrit calls the vertical war, waged by the very top against everyone below
them.

Covid is the most recent and most overt expression of this, but for years now
the corporate media has been the spokesperson of the authoritarian heart of the
state.

I have written before that we are entering the era of "progressive" statism.
Where tyranny is sold as a regrettable inevitability and our leaders are
portrayed as a new breed of reluctant dictators, sculpting dystopian political
landscapes out of necessity, and with only the purest intentions.

We're told that our caring masters aren't controlling or dictatorial because
they want to be, but because they need to be, for our sake.

The "great reset" is not a malign "conspiracy theory", it's just our
kindly overlords child-proofing the world to protect us from ourselves. Tearing
our society down so they can build back better into a neo-feudal utopia, where
nobody owns anything and everyone is happy and everyone does what they're
told...or else.

This "pandemic" is the thin end of a rapidly widening wedge. Next comes the
flu and obesity and global warming. No more meat. No more sugar. No more
vacations. They're bad for you, and bad for the planet, and bad for the polar
bears.

Ban homeschools and protests and misinformation. Ban the wrong kind of books and
the wrong kind of speech and the wrong kind of thoughts.

Wear the mask and take the jab and live in the pod and eat the bugs.

Global hegemony isn't going to come about via traditional warfare or Imperial
conquest, instead it is being shaped by a conglomeration of restrictions on
individual freedom.

That's the war that links 9/11 and Covid. The real war, and it's not against
drugs, or terrorism or even Covid...it's against us.
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You Will Never be "Fully Vaccinated" 

By Kit Knightly 

Global Research, December 16, 2021 
OffGuardian 14 December 2021 
Url of this article:
https://www.globalresearch.ca/you-will-never-fully-vaccinated/5764788



Yesterday, in a statement to Parliament on the UK's planned "vaccine
passport", Health Secretary Sajid Javid admitted the NHS Pass would require
three shots for you to be considered "fully vaccinated".

"Once all adults have had a reasonable chance to get their booster jab, we
intend to change this exemption to require a booster dose,"

While many of us predicted this would be the case, it is the first time any
British politician has actually said it out loud, and in front of parliament
too.

This incredibly cynical "evolving definition" of "fully vaccinated" is
not a new phenomenon, and is not isolated to the UK either.

Israel changed their definition of "fully vaccinated" to include the booster
months ago. New Zealand's ministry of health is "considering" doing the
same, as is Australia.

The EU isn't far behind either, with proposals in place to make travel
dependent on having a third dose.

The US hasn't formally adopted a new definition yet, but you'd have to be
blind not to see the signs. Just yesterday the LA Times headlined:

Should the definition of `fully vaccinated' be changed to include a booster
shot?

An article on Kaiser Health News asks the same thing.

Tony Fauci is quoted in the Independent as saying it's only a matter of time
before the definition is updated:

"It's going to be a matter of when, not if" getting a booster shot will be
considered being "fully vaccinated," Dr Fauci said.

Opinion pieces are already appearing asking "is it safe to hangout with the
unboosted"?

(This headline was so unpopular, the Atlantic changed it only a couple of hours
after it was published, and even the archived version appears to have been
scrubbed).

All in all it seems pretty clear that, by the time 2022 rolls around, most of
the Western world will require three shots in order to qualify as "fully
vaccinated".

It's also clear that this won't stop at three. Already, just last week,
Pfizer were claiming they may need to "move up the timeline" for a
fourthvaccine dose.

This change is being blamed on Omicron, with articles warning the "new
variant" can "hit" the vaccinated. Fortune reports:

Omicron is making scientists redefine what it means to be `fully vaccinated'
against COVID

So, the third (and maybe fourth) doses are (allegedly) for Omicron...but that
model can extend to perpetuity. In order to go to five, six or seven they'll
only need to "discover" more "new variants".

It will just keep going and going.

But there is good news in all this, every time the powers-that-shouldn't-be
change the rules in the middle of the game, it's a chance to knock people out
of their media-induced hypnosis.

There are promising signs that millions of already-vaccinated will reject the
booster. We can build on that.

So tell your single and double jabbed friends, try to open their eyes to the
path they are starting down.

They may consider themselves "fully vaccinated", but the government
doesn't, and never will.
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The Mother of All Limited Hangouts



The Mother of All Limited Hangouts has begun. Yes, I'm talking about the
"Covid Twitter Files," which are finally being released to the public, in
almost textbook limited-hangout fashion. I'll get into that in just a minute,
but first, let's review what a "limited hangout" is, for those who are not
familiar with the term.

The way a limited hangout works is, if you're an intelligence agency, or a
global corporation, or a government, or a non-governmental organization, and you
have been doing things you need to hide from the public, and those things are
starting to come to light such that you can't just deny that you are doing
them anymore, what you do is, you release a limited part of the story (i.e., the
story of whatever it is you're doing) to distract people's attention from
the rest of the story. The part you release is the "limited hangout." It's
not a lie. It's just not the whole story. You "hang it out" so that it
will become the whole story, and thus stop people from pursuing the whole story.

Victor Marchetti, a former special assistant to the Deputy Director of the CIA
who went on to become a critic of the Intelligence Community, described the
tactic this way in 1978 ...

"... a favorite and frequently used gimmick of clandestine professionals. When
their veil of secrecy is shredded and they can no longer rely on a phony cover
story to misinform the public, they resort to admitting, sometimes even
volunteering, some of the truth while still managing to withhold the key and
damaging facts in the case. The public, however, is usually so intrigued by the
new information that it never thinks to pursue the matter further."

All right, so, you're probably asking, if the "Covid Twitter Files" are a
limited hangout, what's the whole story that they're distracting us from?

Let me try to refresh your memory.

In March and April of 2020, in the course of roughly five to six weeks, the
majority of societies throughout the world were transformed into
pathologized-totalitarian police states. A global "shock-and-awe" campaign
was conducted. Constitutional rights were suspended. The masses were locked down
inside their homes, where they were subjected to the most massive official
propaganda blitzkrieg in human history. Goon squads roamed the streets of
Europe, the USA, the UK, Canada, Australia, Asia, the Americas, and elsewhere,
beating and arresting people for being outdoors without permission and not
wearing medical-looking masks. Corporate media around the world informed us that
life as we knew it was over ... a "new normal" was coming, and we needed to
get used to it.

The entire official pandemic narrative was rolled out during those first few
weeks. Everything. Masks. Mandatory "vaccines." "Vaccination" passports.
The segregation of "the Unvaccinated." The censorship and demonization of
dissent. Everything. The whole "New Normal" package. It was rolled out all
at once, globally.

If your memory of what happened is a little hazy ... well, have a look at this
257-tweet Twitter thread of corporate-media articles compiled in March and April
of 2020, documenting the initial "shock-and-awe" campaign ...

That is the story. How that happened. Why that happened. And who or what made it
happen. It isn't a story about a virus, or our governments' reactions to a
virus. It is the story of the radical restructuring of society based on lies and
official propaganda, executed, globally, through sheer brute force and
systematic psychological conditioning. It is the story of the implementation of
our new totalitarian global-capitalist "reality" ... the "New Normal"
that was announced in the Spring of 2020. It is not a story the
global-capitalist ruling classes can permit to be told, except by "crazy
conspiracy theorists," "science deniers," and other "crackpots" and
"extremists."

All right, so ... the "Covid Twitter Files," or the "Fauci Files," or
whatever we're calling them. If you wanted to bury the actual story (i.e., the
story I just outlined above) with a limited hangout and discredit those of us
who have been trying to report it for nearly three years, you couldn't do any
better than Elon Musk is doing. Instead of a story about how the entire
global-capitalist power apparatus coordinated with global IT corporations like
Twitter, Facebook, Google, et al., to conduct a global Gleichschaltung op the
scale of which Goebbels could have never dreamed of, censoring and
visibility-filtering dissent and enforcing the official pandemic narrative, not
just in the USA, but in countries all throughout the world ... instead of that
monumental story, we are getting The Alex Berenson Show!, starring Alex Berenson
as Alex Berenson, with a special guest appearance by Alex Berenson, written and
directed by Alex Berenson, and so on.

Seriously, though, who better to handle the "Covid Twitter Files" than Alex
Berenson, in whose opinion the events of the last three years were simply due to
mass hysteria (or Pandemia, $14.99 on Amazon), and certainly not to any kind of
coordinated radical restructuring of society by the global-capitalist power
apparatus, or any other wild conspiracy theories. Forget about that 257-tweet
thread I compiled in March and April of 2020. What actually happened, according
to Alex Berenson, was that people just went kind of crazy, and overreacted, and
"mistakes were made." Mistakes like Twitter suspending Alex Berenson, and
other very important people! Or, wait, no, it wasn't just mass hysteria ... it
was also Pfizer and Dr. Scott Gottlieb, and the White House, and someone named
Andrew Slavitt, all of whom conspired with "Old Evil Twitter" to suspend
Alex Berenson from the platform, all of whom Alex will be suing forthwith!

The Alex Berenson Show is just getting started, so definitely stay tuned to
"Free-Speech Twitter" to follow all of Alex Berenson's exploits as he
leads "Team Reality" to its ultimate victory over "Team Apocalypse" and
exposes the crimes of the usual assortment of official "bad apples," or
whatever cartoonish fairy tales Alex Berenson and Elon Musk have in store for
us! It promises to be quite the spectacle!

I'll be covering the show in my columns, of course - I still have a few
subscribers and readers who I haven't totally alienated yet - and discussing
"The Art of the Limited Hangout" for the benefit of anyone still paying
attention in the weeks and months and possibly years ahead. If you are one of
the many people who now appear to seriously believe that military-contractor
oligarchs like Elon Musk and narcissistic ass clowns like Alex Berenson are
going to deliver us from the New Normal Reich, and "prosecute Fauci," and
end corporate censorship, or in any way meaningfully bite the hand of the
global-capitalist system that feeds them, you may want to give those columns a
miss.

For the rest of you, I will do my best to point out how this phase of the PSYOP
works, because it's going to last for quite a while. The "Covid Twitter
Files" are not The Mother of All Limited Hangouts; they're just one part of
it. There are many more limited hangouts to come. The New Normal having been
successfully implemented, the history of its implementation is now being written
(or, rather, rewritten) to conform to the official Covid narrative, a process
which will likely continue for years.

Those of you who are old enough might recall this phase from "The War on
Terror." It started around April 2004, when the Abu Ghraib torture photos were
released, and continued until the Summer of 2016, when The War on Terror was
abruptly cancelled and replaced by The War on Populism, which prepared us for
the implementation of the New Normal in the Spring of 2020. All of which is part
of an even larger story, i.e., the story of the evolution of the first
globally-hegemonic power system in history, which, lacking any external
adversary, has nothing to do but go totalitarian, eliminating all internal
resistance and establishing ideological uniformity throughout the territory it
occupies, which, in this case, means the entire planet.

Sorry ... I know, history is boring, and complicated, and not nearly as fun (and
cathartic) as the shit-slinging circus that Musk is making of the Twitter Files.
Personally, I can't wait to find out which official "bad apple" they're
going to offer us in today's edition of the Two Minutes Hate, and who's
going to be released from "Old Twitter Prison," and, whatever, anyway,
don't worry about all that evolution-of-global-capitalism stuff. It's
probably just a bunch of fancy-sounding nonsense I made up to try to sell you my
books, or to make myself sound smart, or something.

Forget that I even mentioned that stuff. Sit back, relax, and enjoy the show!


CJ Hopkins January 11, 2023
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And if all others accepted the lie which the Party imposed -if all records told
the same tale - then the lie passed into history and became truth. `Who
controls the past,' ran the Party slogan, `controls the future: who controls
the present controls the past.' And yet the past, though of its nature
alterable, never had been altered. Whatever was true now was true from
everlasting to everlasting. It was quite simple. All that was needed was an
unending series of victories over your own memory. -George Orwell, 1984

The plan is to keep the Covid Con going forever.

Perhaps we now need to think of Covid as the new Al Qaeda and the array of
variants and subvariants as the ever elusive viral terrorists.

There's no way to tangibly identify either the murky sleeper cells or the
virii, which makes it all the easier to keep the ersatz narrative rolling along
amidst an incurious public who blindly accept these spurious explanations as to
why they are continuously getting sick.

Just last week I came across a mom who was lamenting that her kid was super
sick. A few days later I asked how the ailing child was doing. She stated the
following:

"Much better! Thanks! It has been a rough start to the school year- lots of
strange viruses going around and my darn kids are catching them all."

Turns out the unfortunate child is double vaxxed with the mRNA injections and
more recently received the quadrivalent "flu vaccine." Yet this parent
can't even posit any other possible cause other than "strange viruses."

Her profession? Doctor.

Anyone who thinks that the Covid scam is going away is in for a rude awakening.
When psychotic billionaires successfully pull off record setting profiteering
schemes the odds of them pulling back are nil.

Just last week "Doctor Doom" Fauci was priming the public for `Endless
Covid' in an article published in the aptly-named Yahoo! news site titled:
Fauci says U.S. is at a `crossroads' as COVID kills 2,600 a week and new
Omicron variants bloom with winter coming soon.

A few quotes from the article provide insight into what's in store for the
coming winter season- more media hysteria and the continued stoking of public
fear:

While the situation is certainly different from last winter when Omicron
dominated all other variants, a new "variant soup" of Omicron sublineages
like XBB, BQ.1, and BQ.1.1 are gaining ground across the country, wiping out key
tools used to protect immune-compromised people.

"We're really at a point that may be a crossroads here. As we're entering
into the cooler months, we are starting to see the emergence of sublineage
variants of Omicron," Fauci said on the Conversations on Health Care radio
show on Thursday.



Fauci also stressed in Thursday's interview that the pandemic was far from
over. The number of deaths from COVID, which still averages around 2,600 a week,
remains far too high, Fauci emphasized, adding "we're still in the middle of
this-it is not over. Four hundred deaths per day is not an acceptable
level."

A week earlier the science journal Nature was pushing the same story. From that
article:

COVID `variant soup' is making winter surges hard to predict

Descendants of Omicron are proliferating worldwide - and the same mutations
are coming up again and again.

Some call it a swarm of variants - others refer to it as variant soup.
Whatever it's called, the current crop of immunity-dodging offshoots of the
Omicron variant of SARS-CoV-2 is unprecedented in its diversity. This complexity
makes it harder to predict coming waves of infection. It might even lead to a
`double wave' in some places, as first one variant and then another
overtakes a population.

Reading through the Nature article and such pronouncements from the
"official" covid spokesman Mr. Fauci it is painfully evident that the powers
that be plan to keep the Covid merry-go-round spinning into eternity if left to
their own devices.

And why wouldn't they? As an endless revenue stream, a convenient cover-up for
vaporized immune systems and a rationale for continued "health security
measures," it's the perfect justification.

How much longer will the public be willing to play along with this `Endless
Covid' story?



--------------------------------------------------------------------------



Make America Grate Again

Posted By Paul Edwards On December 18, 2018

The Blue Wave crested the reef but the Red Tide still pollutes the foetid lagoon
behind it. Democrats got the House back while Republicans outdid themselves,
electing and retaining some of the most astoundingly repulsive Crackers ever to
walk on two legs out of Yoknapatawpha County, with the wizened hillbilly, Ma
Kettle of Alabama, being perhaps most egregious.

That said, all over the nation the vacuous, credulous naifs who exerted
themselves in the putative cause of truth and virtue are now waiting with bated
intellects for the Certain Overthrow of Trumpian Diabolism and the dawning era
of Grand Regeneration of the democracy they never had.

It is profoundly grim that the great mass of Americans is leash-trained to
embrace creeds as hollow, cruel, and false as those of the parties. It's the
Charlie Brown Syndrome raised to the nth power in scope and cynicism. This Bait
and Switch is run on both camps-the hostile, alienated, stupidly phobic,
untermenschen Trumpetariat, and the credulous, myopic, witlessly hopeful,
myth-addled, exceptionalist Democratic cadre-so effectively that both
deathgrip their manky dogmas as they are herded into the abbatoir, butchered,
and fed to our ravenous Minotaur, the Capitalist War Machine.

Nothing will change this because nothing can; nothing planned, that is, nothing
organized. Shades of Viet Nam: it's become necessary to destroy the country in
order to save it. The Empire is too rotten to salvage. As Tom Paine observed,
it's useless giving medicine to the dead. Our national demise will not be
sudden, though. Dying, like most processes, takes time. Meanwhile, the same
greased pig chases and tent-show monkey fucks will continue to distract us from
our collective death rattle.

The country will obsess on two chimeras: Grand Comeuppance for Trump via Mueller
Magic, and the WWE Congressional Clown Brawl. The Sturm und Drang will tittilate
herkijerk attention spans for much of the next two years until both dogpoop
pinatas pop, and Americans find themselves flat on their asses, having, yet
again, had the promised football yanked away.

Because that's what Imperial government is all about: the remorseless
extraction of wealth, substance, and self-respect from a whole people mesmerized
by relentless, mind-blitzing bullshit. The truly infernal capacity of the owners
and operators of Big Bro's Bullhorn, the MSM-from those sanctified
pornographers, the NYT and WaPo, (pornographein in ancient Greek means "whore
writing") to Facebog and the rest of complicit "social media", to the Vast
Human Waste Dump of tv of all sorts-to render a whole nation drooling dim and
braindead, is the surpassing wonder of our era.

Item: A united phalanx of red and blue yokels, parochials, and throwbacks ok'd
a $700 billion military budget just as the Pentagon admitted it had mislaid $21
trillion it couldn't account for. A bookkeeping error, no doubt.

Item: The Crone and Geezer Dem Honchos, along with certifiable Snopes-in-a-Suit
Lindsay Graham pitched a fit over Jamal Khashoggi's killing but remained
untroubled by the psychotic murder of hundreds of thousands of kids in Yemen,
Iraq, Libya, and Palestine they've blithely done to death.

Item: Neither party permits consideration of an honest Medicare For All proposal
but both enthusiastically gave their owners, the Royals of Corporate Capitalism,
the greatest stealth tax break payola in our history.

Item: Neither party considers action on the irrefutable existential threat of
human-caused global warming, though its scientific and military elites say that,
absent total committment to check it, human life on earth may cease.

These horrors... these bald-faced, inexcusable crimes against the American
people are implemented in the name of the people, with the consent of the
people, as marshaled and manipulated by that most evil, twisted gang of liars
and villains: the poisonous propaganda system, our MSM "free press".

It functions as a hermetically sealed entity, as our sick political parties do,
so that anyone who dares tell truth about anything is exiled to the far reaches
of the internet universe where only star trekkers can find them.

The latest sick joke is the MSM valiantly defending "press freedom" while
the whole shameless pack colludes to betray the one man who had the balls and
ethical courage to reveal the truth about The Empire: Assange.

Tragically, when our murderous system crashes, the people will not be spared
because they were credulous. They will pay with their suffering and misery the
debt to truth that ages of fraud and deceit incurred in their name.

Article printed from CounterPunch.org: https://www.counterpunch.org

URL to article:
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What Is To Be Done?

By Paul Edwards

October 25, 2022: Information Clearing House  

Not an original title for a
piece that will assert we are in a unique moment in world history? No, Lenin
used it to expose the cruelty and villainy of the empire that ruled Russians
like a slave master. Claiming we are in a "unique moment" is not original,
either. We Americans, with our caudal appendage, Europe, have been told time and
again we are in "unique moments", unmatched in its peril, so that it's now
routine to say it of every asinine Presidential election.

I have spent a lifetime reading and listening to the best minds in journalism
and reportage bemoan, attack, mourn, and decry the encyclopedia of lunacies and
disasters our system has inflicted on our country, the world, and ourselves, its
naive, ignorant people.

Since the Gulf War, and the rolling chain of shameful absurdities that
followed-Iraq, Afghanistan, Libya, Syria, et.al.-in the idiotic dirty joke
of the bumbling "War on Terror", I have seen the mainstream press devoured
by the Capitalist Monster to the point where all voices of integrity have been
marginalized and expelled, then denounced and vilified by the diseased whores
who slunk into their places.

Now, with America's ridiculous, transparent, and contemptible falsity so
obvious in every aspect of governance at home and abroad, I have seen the entire
press converted into an organ of crude and dishonest propaganda for the
Capitalist War Machine that is coldly, inhumanly dictating our demise. The
viciously dishonest and relentlessly stupid storm of juvenile horseshit
disseminated by all mainstream outlets- print, tv, and internet-is an
ethical crime of diabolical dimensions. Our government, with its cadre of
vacuous, degraded simpletons, men and women of no intellectual size, depth, or
scope, profoundly ignorant yet arrogant in their smarmy inadequacy, is
restricting and distorting knowingly all truth that conflicts with the malign
intentions of the War Lobby to pursue nuclear war with Russia until they get it.
And, of course, they need a second enemy and so must tell China what it can and
can't do. Where do these moronic fuckers get the brass to try that shameless
madness with Xi and his power?

And this is done while the few strong voices of courage and integrity that,
against all the power of money and corruption of The Empire, continue to try to
provide an educating effect through reason and evidence, are exiled and
suppressed from platforms of influence.

I have long wondered at their dedication and staying power in the face of the
cynical, unwarranted abuse they get, including, of course, from their supposed
colleagues who, collectively, aren't worth the powder to blow them to hell, as
my Dakota Grandpa used to say. I can only assume they are held together, in
place, by the unbreakable fiber of integrity in them that they have no choice
but to honor.

And yet, though those few and proud speak out against false America and denounce
it where denunciation is richly warranted, I feel, even in their most blistering
analyses that there is a conviction, a certainty, an honest, incontestable
statement of truth, that is missing. I had hoped to hear it expressed by those
who have great credibility, and great reputations, profiles and followings, but
I have been disappointed.

My list of heroes is not long. I acknowledge them as the heirs to the great ones
before: Ed Murrow, Eric Sevareid, David Brinkley, Walter Cronkite, Sy Hersh,
David Halberstam. I include among the present greats Chris Hedges, John Pilger,
Aaron Mate, Michael Brenner, Max Blumenthal, Patrick Lawrence, Glenn Greenwald,
Edward Snowden, Chelsea Manning, and Julian Assange.

All of them have done honest, deeply informed work to counter the rampant
imbecility and cruelty of the American government and its stenographers, the
press. The one conclusion none has plainly stated, that all have suggested, is
neither obscure nor complicated.

It is this: America can not be reformed or improved under Capitalism. Its
corrupt, rotten burlesque democracy must and will be destroyed. Not by any
action of the torpid, gelded, stupid people. It will come, and soon, by
financial chaos and meltdown, or by nuclear war.


We are told that unless bold action is taken, unless we find the moral courage
to act, unless we come together, get money out of politics, vote for better
candidates, unless we do this, that, or the other thing, disaster will follow.
Sadly, that is all nonsense. In fact, it makes no difference what we do:
America, as a viable state, is finished.

This is intolerably painful to admit. Every instinct of self-preservation, every
human yearning for safety and justice rejects it. All our training, our
education, our immersion in bullshit propaganda screams against it but, admitted
or not, it is fact, it is truth, and collapse of America's baselessly
arrogant, obscene, punishing oppression of the compliant world, already tenuous
and strained, is coming. And soon...

It is said to be easier for people to imagine the end of the world, than the end
of Capitalism. This will end soon when it will no longer be necessary to imagine
either, because both will have happened. In the same way that socio-political
truth has been screened out by official deceit, environmental truth has been
obscured and denied by our own and the world's rulers. What Capitalism has
done to humans is trivial beside what it's done to the earth and all living
things. In this, too, we are told that if we can just do this or that the world
will recover and all will be well. It won't. No matter what we do. And that
will almost certainly be what we have done up to now: nothing.

Humans, mostly, are large, dull children. They have a great need to feel loved,
protected, pardoned, saved. That's why they were given religions by elites
that have always owned them. All dogmatic religions are bullshit by definition,
their fatuous fraud shown up by every advance of knowledge from Galileo to the
Webb Telescope.

I, like all my kind, wish for mercy and grace, but I don't look for it in a
ludicrous infantile fantasy, or in deluded hope where there is clearly none.
Both religion and science, in the hands of priests and hustlers, have set us up
for unavoidable misery and suffering, and arranged for the suicide of our
species and the murder of the living world. There is nothing you can do about
this. We have the ability to love those we hold dear, and the world we have
known. Let that be enough, for it is all you will ever have.



-----------------------------------------------------------------------
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How social networks became a 'subsidiary' of the FBI and CIA



THE BIG STORY: The Twitter Files have lifted the lid on a secret alliance
between Silicon Valley, intelligence agencies and the political establishment


First published by Middle East Eye


The US Congress last tried to grapple with what the country's ballooning
security services were up to nearly half a century ago.

In 1975, the Church Committee managed to take a fleeting, if far from complete,
snapshot of the netherworld in which agencies such as the Central Intelligence
Agency (CIA), Federal Bureau of Investigations (FBI) and National Security
Agency (NSA) operate.

In the aftermath of the Watergate scandal, the congressional committee and other
related investigations found that the country's intelligence services had
sweeping surveillance powers and were involved in a raft of illegal or
unconstitutional acts.

They were covertly subverting and assassinating foreign leaders. They had
coopted hundreds of journalists and many media outlets around the world to
promote false narratives. They spied on and infiltrated political and civil
rights groups. And they manipulated the public discourse to protect and expand
their powers.

Senator Frank Church himself warned that the might of the intelligence community
could at any moment "be turned around on the American people, and no American
would have any privacy left, such is the capability to monitor everything...
There would be no place to hide."

Since then, the technological possibilities to invade privacy have dramatically
increased, and the reach of the intelligence agencies, especially after 9/11,
has moved on in ways Church could never have foreseen.

This is why establishing a new Church Committee is long overdue. And finally, in
the most controversial of circumstances and for the most partisan of reasons,
some sort of revival may finally be about to happen.

A protracted battle last month within the Republican Party to elect Kevin
McCarthy as the new speaker of the House of Representatives forced him to cave
to the demands of his party's right wing. Not least, he agreed to set up a
committee on what is being called the "weaponisation" of the federal government.

It held its first meeting last week. The panel said its task would be to look at
"the politicization of the FBI and DOJ and attacks on American civil liberties".

Earlier, in a speech to the House on the new committee, Republican
Representative Dan Bishop said it was time to cut out the "rot" in the
federal government: "We're putting the deep state on notice. We're coming
for you."

Democrats are already decrying the committee as a tool that will be wielded in
the interests of Donald Trump and his supporters, saying the Republican right
wants to discredit the security services and suggest malfeasance in the
treatment of the former president.



Snowballing powers



But while the committee will almost certainly end up being used to settle
political scores, it may still manage to shed light on some of the terrifying
new powers the security services have accrued since the Church Committee's
report.

The degree to which those powers have snowballed should be obvious to all.
Documents leaked by whistleblower Edward Snowden a decade ago showed illegal
mass surveillance at home and abroad by the NSA. And Julian Assange's
transparency organisation Wikileaks published dossiers not only revealing US war
crimes in Iraq and Afghanistan, but a huge global hacking programme by the CIA.

Notably, in what may be a sign of the power of the security agencies to inflict
retribution on those challenging their might, both Assange and Snowden have
suffered dire consequences.

Snowden has been forced into exile in Russia, one of the few jurisdictions where
he cannot be extradited to the US and locked away. Assange has been jailed as US
authorities seek his extradition, so he can be disappeared into a
maximum-security prison for the rest of his life.

Now, in an unlikely turn of events, a billionaire has opened another window on
covert manipulations by the security services - on this occasion in relation
to social media platforms and the US electoral process. The key players this
time are the FBI and the Department of Homeland Security (DHS), set up by former
President George W Bush's administration in the wake of the 9/11 attacks.

After he bought the social network Twitter last year, Elon Musk gave a handful
of independent journalists access to its corporate archives. In a continuing
series of investigations named the Twitter Files, published as long threads on
the platform, these journalists have been making sense of what was going on
under Twitter's previous owners.

The bottom line is that, after Trump's election, US security agencies -
aided by political pressure, especially from the Democratic Party -
aggressively wormed their way into Twitter's decision-making processes. Other
major social media platforms appear to have made similar arrangements.



A 'nothingburger'?



The Twitter Files suggest a rapidly emerging but hidden partnership between
state intelligence services, Silicon Valley, and traditional media, to
manipulate the national conversation in the US - as well as much of the rest
of the world.

The parties in this alliance justify to each other their meddling in US politics
- concealed from public view - as a necessary response to the rapid rise of
a new populism. Trump and his supporters had come to dominate the Republican
Party, and a populist left headed by Senator Bernie Sanders had made limited
inroads into the Democratic Party.

Social media attracted particular concern from the security services because it
was seen as the vehicle that had unleashed this wave of popular discontent.
According to a report in the Intercept, one FBI official remarked last year that
"subversive information on social media could undermine support for the US
government".

The national security state, it seems, viewed an alliance with the Big Tech
private sector as an opportunity to protect the old guard of politics,
particularly in the Democratic Party. Figures such as President Joe Biden and
former House Speaker Nancy Pelosi were seen as a safe pair of hands, positioned
to preserve the legitimacy of a turbo-charged, neoliberal capitalism, and the
forever wars that have been the lifeblood of the intelligence community.

This partnership has served all sides well. Silicon Valley has been the career
of choice for many liberals who believe that progress is best pursued through
technological means that depend on social stability and political consensus.
Populism and the polarisation it engenders naturally discomfort them.

And both the security services and more centrist politicians in the Republican
and Democratic parties understand that they are in the firing line in populist
politics for decades-long failures: a growing polarisation of wealth between
rich and poor, a creaking US economy, depleted or non-existent welfare services,
the ability of the rich to buy political influence, the constant loss of
treasure and life in seemingly pointless wars fought in far-off lands, and a
media that rarely addresses the concerns of ordinary people.

Rather than focusing on the real causes of growing anger and anti-establishment
sentiment, the security services offered politicians and Silicon Valley a more
comforting and convenient narrative. The populists - on the right and left -
were not articulating a frustration with a failing US political and economic
system. They were working to sow social discontent to advance the interests of
Russia.

Or as the minutes of a DHS meeting last March recorded, the new focus was on
curbing "subversive data utilized to drive a wedge between the populace and
the government".

This strategy reached its zenith with "Russiagate", years of evidence-free
hysteria promoted by the intelligence community and the Democratic Party. The
central claim was that Trump was only able to defeat his Democratic rival
Hillary Clinton in the 2016 presidential election because of collusion with
Moscow, and Russian influence operations through social media.

As in a game of whack-a-mole, any signs of misconduct or criminality by the
security services, or systemic failures by the US political class, were now
knocked down as "Russian disinformation".

Snowden's exile to Russia - the only choice left to him - was used to
discredit his whistleblowing on the NSA. And the disclosures by Assange and
Wikileaks of war crimes and lawbreaking by the intelligence community were
effectively negated by a supposed collusion with "Russian hackers" in
revealing corruption in the Democratic Party during the 2016 election.

In practice, claims of "Russian disinformation" simply served to further
polarise US politics.

The key issues raised by the Twitter Files - of deep-state collusion with the
tech and media industries, election meddling, and narrative manipulation and
deflection - have been subsumed within, and obscured by, political
partisanship.

Interest in the Twitter Files has been largely confined to the right. In
knee-jerk fashion, Democrats have mostly dismissed the revelations as a
"nothingburger".



Climate of fear



Perhaps coincidentally, Musk has found himself transformed since his takeover of
Twitter from a darling of liberals - for his Tesla electric cars - into a
near-pariah. In October, the Biden administration denied reports that it was
considering a national security review of his businesses in the face of Musk's
"increasingly Russia-friendly stance". His status as the world's richest
man has rapidly collapsed alongside his reputation.

The irony is that the same security agencies that whipped up the
"Russiagate" hysteria are now exposed in the Twitter Files as perpetrating
the very interference of which they accused Moscow.

During the 2016 presidential election, Russia was said to have colluded with
Trump and assisted him by weaponising social media to sow discord and manipulate
the US electorate. A subsequent official inquiry by Robert Mueller failed to
stand up those allegations.

Instead, the Twitter Files indicate that it was not Russia but the FBI, DHS and
CIA - the very agencies arguing that Russia threatened political order in the
US - that were aggressively and clandestinely seeking to influence American
public opinion.

The Twitter Files suggest that it is the US security state, much more than
Russia, that poses the real menace to US democracy. The climate of fear these
agencies fuelled over supposed "Russian disinformation" not only swayed
public opinion, but gave the intelligence community even greater leverage over
social media networks and further licence to accumulate greater powers.

State actors are increasingly in charge of deciding who is allowed to be heard
on social media - even Trump was banned while president - and what can be
said. Those decisions are often taken not to prevent a crime or enforce laws, or
even for the public good, but to tightly control political discourse to
marginalise serious criticism of the establishment.

The fact that the collusion between social media platforms and these agencies
has taken place in secret is itself an indication of the nefarious nature of
what's been going on.



Hidden pressure



The Twitter Files open a window on a phenomenon that appears to have been
playing out across all social networks.

Traditionally, liberals have defended social media's use of censorship on the
grounds that these platforms are private companies that can do as they please.
Their behaviour supposedly does not constitute a violation of First Amendment
protections of free speech.

The reality exposed by the Twitter Files, however, is that the networks have
often been responding to hidden pressure, either directly from the federal
government or via its intelligence agencies, in restricting what can be said. As
the Files have repeatedly noted, Twitter, like other social media, has come to
function less as a private company and more as "a kind of subsidiary of the
FBI".

In 2017, at the height of the Russiagate panic, the FBI set up a Foreign
Influence Task Force whose numbers soon swelled to 80 agents. Its ostensible job
was to liaise with the various networks to stop alleged foreign interference in
elections.

Twitter executives were soon meeting and communicating with senior FBI officials
on a regular basis, while receiving an endless stream of demands for content
takedowns to prevent "Russian disinformation". The CIA appears to have
attended meetings too, under the moniker of OGA or "other government
agency". Although the task force's remit was foreign influence, it
reportedly became a "conduit for mountains of domestic moderation requests,
from state governments, even local police".

Under growing pressure behind the scenes from the intelligence services, and in
public from politicians, the social networks started to draw up secret
blacklists, aided by information from the security services, to limit the reach
of accounts or stop topics trending. The effects were often hard to miss, with
Trump declaring he would investigate the practice in 2018.

In response, Twitter executives publicly denied that they practised "shadow
banning" - a term for when posts or accounts are made difficult or impossible
to find. In fact, Twitter had simply invented a different phrase for the exact
same regime of speech suppression. They called it "visibility filtering".

Such censorship was used not only against suspected bot accounts, or those
peddling obvious misinformation. Even eminent public figures who had authority
to speak on a topic were secretly targeted if they challenged key establishment
narratives.

Stanford epidemiologist Jay Bhattacharya, for example, suffered from
"visibility filtering" during the Covid-19 pandemic after he criticised
lockdowns for inflicting harm on children. He was put on a "trends
blacklist".

Amid recent mass layoffs at Twitter, Middle East Eye was unable to contact the
company for comment on these and other allegations made in the Twitter Files.
The CIA had not replied by publication time, while the FBI sent a response
stating:

The correspondence between the FBI and Twitter show nothing more than examples
of our traditional, longstanding and ongoing federal government and private
sector engagements ... As evidenced in the correspondence, the FBI provides
critical information to the private sector in an effort to allow them to protect
themselves and their customers.

Other leading doctors who questioned government orthodoxy have also been
sidelined by Twitter, the Files found, often under direct pressure from the
White House or vaccine company lobbyists.

But the highest-profile casualty of the Twitter censorship regime was Trump
himself. He was banned on 8 January 2021, even though staff reportedly agreed
behind the scenes that they could not base such a decision on any direct
violation of their rules.



Russian 'influence'



The fallout from Russiagate drew Twitter more deeply into the embrace of the
security services. In early 2018, a Republican representative, Devin Nunes,
submitted a classified memo to the House Intelligence Committee detailing
alleged abuses by the FBI in surveilling a figure connected to Trump.

The FBI relied on the so-called Steele dossier, which had been partly financed
by Clinton and the Democratic Party but was initially presented by the media as
an independent, intelligence-led inquiry verifying collusion between Trump's
team and Moscow.

News of the memo provoked a storm on social media among Trump supporters,
fuelling a viral hashtag: #ReleaseTheMemo. Nunes's allegations were verified
nearly two years later by a Department of Justice inquiry. Nonetheless, at the
time, Democratic politicians and the media rushed to ridicule the memo,
characterising any demand for its publication as a "Russian influence
operation".

The heat was dialled up on Big Tech. Twitter's own investigations could not
pinpoint any Russian involvement, suggesting that the hashtag was trending
organically, driven by VITs - Very Important Tweeters.

But Twitter executives were in no mood for a fight. Rather than take on the
Democratic Party - and most likely behind it the FBI, concerned by the
memo's revelations - Twitter followed "a slavish pattern of not
challenging Russia claims on the record", noted Matt Taibbi, one of the
journalists who worked on the Twitter Files.

Soon, Russia was being blamed by major media outlets for any embarrassing
hashtag that went viral, such as #SchumerShutdown, #ParklandShooting and
#GunControlNow. As the campaign of Russiagate claims intensified, Twitter came
under ever-greater pressure for action. In 2017, it manually examined some 2,700
accounts flagged as potentially suspicious. The vast majority were cleared.
Twitter suspended 22 as possible Russian accounts, while a further 179 were
found to have "possible links" to those accounts.

Democratic politicians were incensed, apparently relying on intelligence sources
to support their claim that social media was overrun with Russian bots. Twitter
responded by setting up a "Russia task force" to investigate further, but
again found no evidence of a Russian influence campaign. All it identified were
a few lone-wolf posters spending limited money on ads.

Nonetheless, Twitter was plunged into a PR crisis, with politicians and
establishment media accusing it of inertia. Congress threatened draconian
legislation that would starve Twitter of advertising revenue. Twitter's
inability to find Russian influence accounts led to an indictment from Politico:
"Twitter deleted data potentially crucial to Russia probes." Twitter's
original investigation of the 2,700 accounts fuelled outlandish claims in the
media that a "new network" of Russian bots had been discovered.

In the midst of this firestorm, Twitter suddenly changed tack, publicly stating
that it would remove content "at our sole discretion" - but in truth, it
was far worse than that. As Taibbi reported in one of the Twitter Files, the
company decided privately to "off-board" anything "identified by the US
intelligence community as a state-sponsored entity conducting cyber
operations".

Twitter increasingly found itself besieged. A Twitter File released last month
argues that a prominent online lobby called Hamilton 68 - with ties to the
intelligence community - perpetrated "a scam" about Russian
disinformation.

The site elicited endless headlines in the US media after indicating it had
uncovered a Russian influence campaign on social media, involving hundreds of
users. Media outlets published these claims as proof that the social networks
were overrun with Russian bots. Hamilton 68's staff were even invited to
testify before senior congressional politicians.

Despite this furore, however, Hamilton 68 never made public the list of bots it
said it had unearthed. Internal Twitter investigations revealed that almost all
of those on the list were ordinary users.

The Alliance for Securing Democracy (ASD), which hosted Hamilton 68 and its
successor Hamilton 2.0, issued a "fact sheet" in response to the Twitter
Files denying the allegations, and suggesting that its data had been
"consistently misunderstood or misrepresented" by the media and lawmakers,
despite "extensive efforts to correct misconceptions at the time". The ASD
noted that it never suggested all the bots were Russian, but it was monitoring
some that might have been.

Notably, Hamilton 68 was headed by a former senior FBI official. Twitter
executives did not publicly stand up to the media pile-on, and found themselves
given the brush-off when they tried to raise their concerns privately with
reporters.



FBI 'belly button'



In a sign of how close the relationship between the FBI and Twitter had grown,
Twitter recruited as legal counsel James Baker, the FBI's former top lawyer.
Baker had been one of the central figures in the efforts to paint a picture -
again now discredited - of collusion between Trump and Moscow.

Plenty of others who left the FBI headed straight to Twitter. They included Dawn
Burton, the former deputy chief of staff to FBI head James Comey, who initiated
the Russiagate investigation. She became Twitter's director of strategy in
2019.

Similar ties existed with the British security services. Twitter recruited
Gordon MacMillan as its top editorial adviser on the Middle East. It was a
part-time post, as he was serving at the same time in the British military's
psychological warfare unit, the 77th Brigade.

By 2020, as the pandemic unfolded, other government agencies saw their chance to
wage a parallel campaign against Twitter focused on China's supposed efforts
to spread Covid-19 disinformation. An intelligence arm of the State Department,
the Global Engagement Center, using federal government data, alleged that
250,000 Twitter accounts were amplifying "Chinese propaganda", once again to
sow disorder. Those accounts included the Canadian military and CNN.

Emails between Twitter executives show that they had their own views about what
the campaign hoped to achieve. State Department officials wanted to "insert
themselves" into the consortium of agencies, such as the FBI and DHS, that
were allowed to take down Twitter content.

It is telling that Twitter argued against State Department inclusion - and in
terms that contrasted strongly with their approach to the FBI and DHS. State was
viewed by executives as more "political" and "Trumpy".

In the end, it was suggested that the FBI would serve as the "belly button"
through which Silicon Valley would keep other government agencies informed. The
result, according to the Files, was that Twitter "was taking requests from
every conceivable government body", and often in bulk. The platform almost
never said no to requests to delete accounts accused of being Russian bots.

As Twitter grew more supine, even senior US politicians tried to get in on the
act. Adam Schiff, then head of the House Intelligence Committee, asked for a
journalist he did not like to be deplatformed. Though Twitter was reluctant to
accede to such requests, it "deamplified" some accounts.

As the 2020 election drew near, the flow of security-service demands became a
deluge that threatened to overwhelm Twitter. Many were unrelated to foreign
influence - the FBI task force's ostensible purpose. Instead, the
submissions often appear to have concerned domestic accounts. They rarely
detailed law-breaking or terror threats, presumably the FBI's main area of
interest, but focused instead on much less-well-defined violations of
Twitter's "terms of service".

Often, accounts faced "digital execution" not because what was said was
verifiably disinformation, but because tweets crossed political red lines: by
noting a neo-Nazi problem in Ukraine, or being too sympathetic to Venezuelan
leader Nicholas Maduro or Russian President Vladimir Putin.



Laptop revelations



Once embedded in Big Tech, the security services reportedly used their powers to
covertly shape the national conversation around the 2020 presidential election.

Perhaps the biggest single disclosure so far - confirming suspicions on the
right - is that social media and state security agencies played a role in
suppressing the so-called Hunter Biden laptop story weeks before the 2020
election.

In the run-up to the vote, the FBI task force prepared the ground by claiming to
Silicon Valley executives that Russia would try to "dump" hacked information
to damage Joe Biden, the Democratic candidate for president. This would
supposedly be a rerun of the 2016 election, when publication of internal emails
from the Democratic Party harmed the then-candidate, Hillary Clinton.

After Trump's election, much of the Russiagate narrative grew out of
evidence-free claims by the security services that those embarrassing emails,
indicating political corruption among the Democratic Party leadership, were
hacked by Russia.

Evidence suggesting a different explanation - that the emails were leaked by a
disgruntled insider - was widely ignored. The furore provoked by the story
obscured the fact that the emails, and their damning revelations about the
Democratic Party, were all too real.

Based on the warnings from the intelligence community, social media platforms
hurriedly blocked the Hunter Biden laptop story, which alleged problematic ties
between the Biden family and foreign officials in Ukraine. Joe Biden's
officials denied any wrongdoing by the then-presidential candidate, while Hunter
himself was evasive about whether the laptop belonged to him. The story, which
was broken by the right-wing New York Post, was immediately declared a Russian
influence operation by dozens of former intelligence officials.

But in truth, the FBI knew nearly a year before the story became public that the
laptop belonged to Hunter Biden and that the information it contained was not
likely forged or hacked. A Delaware computer store owner asked by Hunter Biden
to repair his laptop had reported his concerns to the FBI. The agency had even
subpoenaed the device.

This chain of events raises questions over whether the FBI decided to pre-empt
the impacts of the laptop story, which threatened Joe Biden's electoral
chances in 2020, before the right-wing press could publish. It appears that they
manipulated the media, including social networks, into assuming that any story
harming Biden before the election was Russian disinformation.

Big Tech had other reasons at the time to believe the story was likely true. The
New York Post had carried out the usual verification checks. Other reporters
soon confirmed that the information had come from Hunter Biden's laptop.

Nonetheless, Twitter hurriedly accepted the claim that the story violated its
policy against publishing hacked material, echoing the FBI's claim that it was
Russian disinformation. Others, such as Mark Zuckerberg at Facebook, accepted
the FBI's claims on trust too, as he later admitted.

The social networks took the unprecedented step of blocking attempts to share
the story on their platforms, which might have impacted the outcome of the 2020
election - something viewed by much of the Republican right as a crime against
democracy, and by many Democratic Party supporters as an unfortunate necessity
to defend the democratic order.



Psychological warfare



The collusion between social media platforms and the US security state over
Russiagate was no aberration. According to the Files, Twitter gave the Pentagon
special dispensation, in violation of its own policies, to set up accounts to
carry out "online psychological influence ops".

Twitter assisted the military in "whitelisting" 52 fake Arabic-language
accounts to "amplify certain messages". These accounts promoted US military
objectives in the Middle East, including messages attacking Iran, supporting the
Saudi-led war in Yemen, and claiming that US drone strikes hit only terrorists.

By May 2020, Twitter had detected dozens more accounts the Pentagon had not
disclosed that tweeted in Russian and Arabic on topics such as Syria and the
Islamic State. According to Lee Fang, one of the journalists who worked on the
Twitter Files: "Many emails from throughout 2020 show that high-level Twitter
executives were well aware of [the Department of Defense's] vast network of
fake accounts & covert propaganda and did not suspend the accounts."

Other research has exposed an extensive Pentagon propaganda network on other
social media apps, such as Facebook and Telegram.



Twitter's indulgence of these covert Pentagon accounts contrasts strongly with
its handling of media and individuals accused of being affiliated with countries
considered by the US government as enemy states. They are prominently labelled
as such, including western dissident journalists and academics alleged to have
worked with Russian, Chinese, Iranian or Venezuelan outlets.

According to research by the media watchdog group FAIR, Twitter continues to
conceal the state affiliations of accounts funded by the US government,
including those advancing its propaganda aims in Ukraine and elsewhere. FAIR
could find no examples of accounts identified as "United States
state-affiliated media", nor any labelled as such in Britain or Canada.

The group concluded: "Twitter enables US propaganda outlets to maintain the
pretense of independence on the platform, a tacit endorsement of US soft power
and influence operations ... Twitter is serving as an active participant in an
ongoing information war."



Thick pall of secrecy



After the Twitter Files began dropping in December, the FBI responded not by
addressing the veracity of the documents, but by playing the same game as
before. It accused the journalists involved of spreading "conspiracy
theories" and "misinformation" intended to "discredit the agency".

Hillary Clinton, the doyenne of the Democratic Party establishment, continues to
blame Russian disinformation for her country's woes.

The truth is that both the security services and the political establishment
have far too much invested in their current, secret arrangements with the social
networks to agree to change.

And the pressure to do so is not likely to increase while the US continues to
lurch from crisis to crisis: from the "war on terror", to the Trump
presidency, to the Covid-19 pandemic, to Russia's invasion of Ukraine. All of
these crises - in their different ways, it should be noted - are the legacy
of policy decisions taken by the very same actors now rebuffing scrutiny and
oversight.

These crises provide the pretext not only for inaction but for ever-closer,
tighter policing of the digital public square by the state - and not
transparently, but under a thick pall of secrecy.

As Church warned nearly half a century ago, the biggest threat the US faces is
the possibility that its security agencies will turn their enormous powers
inwards, against the American public. And that process is exactly what the
Twitter Files document.

They show that the intelligence community has come to redefine its primary role
- protecting the American public from foreign threats - to include the
American public itself as part of that threat.

In 2021, one of the Biden administration's first priorities was to unveil a
National Strategy for Countering Domestic Terrorism. It described the loss of
faith in government and extreme polarisation as "fueled by a crisis of
disinformation and misinformation often channeled through social media
platforms".

The rise in dissatisfaction among the US citizenry is not the fault of a failed
political leadership or an overweening deep state, it seems. Instead, that same
failed establishment views the popular backlash - and electoral discontent - in
self-serving terms only, as proof of foreign meddling.

In the Twitter Files, Musk has thrown open a small window to show a little of
what has been going on behind closed doors. But even that window will shut again
soon enough. And then the dark will return - unless the public demands its right
to know more.
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War, what is it good for? Absolutely nothing. Or so the song lyrics go anyway.

But in the case of this country, war, it turns out, has been good for plenty of
high-class Americans, especially our weapons makers. As TomDispatch regular
David Vine and Theresa Arriola report today, the
military-industrial-congressional complex (MIC) has proven to be a cash cow of
the first order (though I hate to insult cows that way). In this century, the
money has simply poured into it and yet, somehow, it never seems to be enough.
Only recently, Senate Minority Leader Mitch McConnell typically “ripped”
President Biden’s request for $850 billion for the 2025 Pentagon budget as
“inadequate” and demanded even more money for it. So, it goes — so, in
fact, it has long gone.

And in a country in which the Pentagon budget and the far vaster national
security budget only continue to rise, the oddest thing of all, it seems to me,
is this: since the U.S. emerged victorious from World War II, no matter how much
money it’s poured into the MIC or how many bases its military has established
globally, in no significant war — from Korea in the early 1950s to Vietnam in
the 1960s to the Afghan and Iraq wars of this century and the Global War on
Terror that went with them — has this country ever (that’s right ever)
emerged genuinely victorious.

Yes, the nation whose “defense” budget equals that of the next nine
countries combined can’t win a war or stop pouring money into its military and
the vast industrial combine that goes with it. Today, backed by an extraordinary
set of original images related to the MIC that have never been published before
(and can be seen in their original form here), Vine and Arriola offer a look at
just what a disaster it’s proven to be for this country. Tom




The Military-Industrial Complex Is Killing Us All 
Freeing Ourselves from the Monster Destroying Our Planet and Our Futures 
By David Vine and Theresa (Isa) Arriola



We need to talk about what bombs do in war. Bombs shred flesh. Bombs shatter
bones. Bombs dismember. Bombs cause brains, lungs, and other organs to shake so
violently they bleed, rupture, and cease functioning. Bombs injure. Bombs kill.
Bombs destroy.

Bombs also make people rich.

When a bomb explodes, someone profits. And when someone profits, bombs claim
more unseen victims. Every dollar spent on a bomb is a dollar not spent saving a
life from a preventable death, a dollar not spent curing cancer, a dollar not
spent educating children. That’s why, so long ago, retired five-star general
and President Dwight D. Eisenhower rightly called spending on bombs and all
things military a “theft.”

The perpetrator of that theft is perhaps the world’s most overlooked
destructive force. It looms unnoticed behind so many major problems in the
United States and the world today. Eisenhower famously warned Americans about it
in his 1961 farewell address, calling it for the first time “the
military-industrial complex,” or the MIC.

Start with the fact that, thanks to the MIC’s ability to hijack the federal
budget, total annual military spending is far larger than most people realize:
around $1,500,000,000,000 ($1.5 trillion). Contrary to what the MIC scares us
into believing, that incomprehensibly large figure is monstrously out of
proportion to the few military threats facing the United States. One-and-a-half
trillion dollars is about double what Congress spends annually on all
non-military purposes combined.

Calling this massive transfer of wealth a “theft” is no exaggeration, since
it’s taken from pressing needs like ending hunger and homelessness, offering
free college and pre-K, providing universal health care, and building a green
energy infrastructure to save ourselves from climate change. Virtually every
major problem touched by federal resources could be ameliorated or solved with
fractions of the cash claimed by the MIC. The money is there.

The bulk of our taxpayer dollars are seized by a relatively small group of
corporate war profiteers led by the five biggest companies profiting off the war
industry: Lockheed Martin, Northrop Grumman, Raytheon (RTX), Boeing, and General
Dynamics. As those companies have profited, the MIC has sowed incomprehensible
destruction globally, keeping the United States locked in endless wars that,
since 2001, have killed an estimated 4.5 million people, injured tens of
millions more, and displaced at least 38 million, according to Brown
University’s Costs of War Project.

The MIC’s hidden domination of our lives must end, which means we must
dismantle it. That may sound totally unrealistic, even fantastical. It is not.
And by the way, we’re talking about dismantling the MIC, not the military
itself. (Most members of the military are, in fact, among that the MIC’s
victims.)

While profit has long been part of war, the MIC is a relatively new, post-World
War II phenomenon that formed thanks to a series of choices made over time. Like
other processes, like other choices, they can be reversed and the MIC can be
dismantled.

The question, of course, is how?

The Emergence of a Monster

To face what it would take to dismantle the MIC, it’s first necessary to
understand how it was born and what it looks like today. Given its startling
size and intricacy, we and a team of colleagues created a series of graphics to
help visualize the MIC and the harm it inflicts, which we’re sharing publicly
for the first time.

The MIC was born after World War II from, as Eisenhower explained, the
“conjunction of an immense military establishment” — the Pentagon, the
armed forces, intelligence agencies, and others — “and a large arms
industry.” Those two forces, the military and the industrial, united with
Congress to form an unholy “Iron Triangle” or what some scholars believe
Eisenhower initially and more accurately called the
military-industrial–congressional complex. To this day those three have
remained the heart of the MIC, locked in a self-perpetuating cycle of legalized
corruption (that also features all too many illegalities).

The basic system works like this: First, Congress takes exorbitant sums of money
from us taxpayers every year and gives it to the Pentagon. Second, the Pentagon,
at Congress’s direction, turns huge chunks of that money over to weapons
makers and other corporations via all too lucrative contracts, gifting them tens
of billions of dollars in profits. Third, those contractors then use a portion
of the profits to lobby Congress for yet more Pentagon contracts, which Congress
is generally thrilled to provide, perpetuating a seemingly endless cycle.

But the MIC is more complicated and insidious than that. In what’s effectively
a system of legalized bribery, campaign donations regularly help boost Pentagon
budgets and ensure the awarding of yet more lucrative contracts, often
benefiting a small number of contractors in a congressional district or state.
Such contractors make their case with the help of a virtual army of more than
900 Washington-based lobbyists. Many of them are former Pentagon officials, or
former members of Congress or congressional staffers, hired through a
“revolving door” that takes advantage of their ability to lobby former
colleagues. Such contractors also donate to think tanks and university centers
willing to support increased Pentagon spending, weapons programs, and a
hyper-militarized foreign policy. Ads are another way to push weapons programs
on elected officials.

Such weapons makers also spread their manufacturing among as many Congressional
districts as possible, allowing senators and representatives to claim credit for
jobs created. MIC jobs, in turn, often create cycles of dependency in low-income
communities that have few other economic drivers, effectively buying the support
of locals.

For their part, contractors regularly engage in legalized price gouging,
overcharging taxpayers for all manner of weapons and equipment. In other cases,
contractor fraud literally steals taxpayer money. The Pentagon is the only
government agency that has never passed an audit — meaning it literally
can’t keep track of its money and assets — yet it still receives more from
Congress than every other government agency combined.

As a system, the MIC ensures that Pentagon spending and military policy are
driven by contractors’ search for ever-higher profits and the reelection
desires of members of Congress, not by any assessment of how to best defend the
country. The resulting military is unsurprisingly shoddy, especially given the
money spent. Americans should pray it never actually has to defend the United
States.

No other industry — not even Big Pharma or Big Oil — can match the power of
the MIC in shaping national policy and dominating spending. Military spending
is, in fact, now larger (adjusting for inflation) than at the height of the wars
in Vietnam, Afghanistan, or Iraq, or, in fact, at any time since World War II,
despite the absence of a threat remotely justifying such spending. Many now
realize that the primary beneficiary of more than 22 years of endless U.S. wars
in this century has been the industrial part of the MIC, which has made hundreds
of billions of dollars since 2001. “Who Won in Afghanistan? Private
Contractors” was the Wall Street Journal‘s all too apt headline in 2021.

Endless Wars, Endless Death, Endless Destruction

“Afghanistan” in that headline could have been replaced by Korea, Vietnam,
or Iraq, among other seemingly endless U.S. wars since World War II. That the
MIC has profited off them is no coincidence. It has helped drive the country
into conflicts in countries ranging from Korea, Vietnam, Cambodia, and Laos, to
El Salvador, Guatemala, Panama, and Grenada, to Afghanistan, Libya, Somalia, and
so many others.

Deaths and injuries from such wars have reached the tens of millions. The number
of estimated deaths from the post-9/11 wars in Afghanistan, Iraq, Pakistan,
Syria, and Yemen is eerily similar to that from the wars in Vietnam, Laos, and
Cambodia: 4.5 million.

The numbers are so large that they can become numbing. The Irish poet Pádraig
Ó Tuama helps us remember to focus on:

one life one life one life one life one life

because each time is the first time that that life has been taken.

The Environmental Toll

The MIC’s damage extends to often irreparable environmental harm, involving
the poisoning of ecosystems, devastating biodiversity loss, and the U.S.
military’s carbon footprint, which is larger than that of any other
organization on earth. At war or in daily training, the MIC has literally fueled
global heating and climate change through the burning of fuels to run bases,
operate vehicles, and produce weaponry.

The MIC’s human and environmental costs are particularly invisible outside the
continental United States. In U.S. territories and other political “grey
zones,” investments in military infrastructure and technologies rely in part
on the second-class citizenship of Indigenous communities, often dependent on
the military for their livelihoods.

Endless Wars at Home

As the MIC has fueled wars abroad, so it has fueled militarization domestically.
Why, for example, have domestic police forces become so militarized? At least
part of the answer: since 1990, Congress has allowed the Pentagon to transfer
its “excess” weaponry and equipment (including tanks and drones) to local
law enforcement agencies. These transfers conveniently allow the Pentagon and
its contractors to ask Congress for replacement purchases, further fueling the
MIC.

Seeking new profits from new markets, contractors have also increasingly hawked
their military products directly to SWAT teams and other police forces, border
patrol outfits, and prison systems. Politicians and corporations have poured
billions of dollars into border militarization and mass incarceration, helping
fuel the rise of the lucrative “border-industrial complex” and
“prison-industrial complex,” respectively. Domestic militarization has
disproportionately harmed Black, Latino, and Indigenous communities.

An Existential Threat

Some will defend the military-industrial complex by insisting that we need its
jobs; some by claiming it’s keeping Ukrainians alive and protecting the rest
of Europe from Vladimir Putin’s Russia; some by warning about China. Each of
those arguments is an example of the degree to which the MIC’s power relies on
systematically manufacturing fear, threats, and crises that help enrich arms
merchants and others in the MIC by driving ever more military spending and war
(despite a nearly unbroken record of catastrophic failure when it comes to
nearly every U.S. conflict since World War II).

The argument that current levels of military spending must be maintained for
“the jobs” should be laughable. No military should be a jobs program. While
the country needs job programs, military spending has proven to be a poor job
creator or an engine of economic growth. Research shows it creates far fewer
jobs than comparable investments in health care, education, or infrastructure.

U.S. weaponry has aided Ukrainian self-defense, though the weapons manufacturers
are anything but altruists. If they truly cared about Ukrainians, they would
have forgone any profits, leaving more money for humanitarian aid to that
country. Instead, they’ve used that war, as they have Israel’s genocidal war
on Gaza and growing tensions in the Pacific, to cynically inflate their profits
and stock prices dramatically.

Discard the fearmongering and it should be clear that the Russian military has
demonstrated its weakness, its inability to decisively conquer territory near
its own borders, let alone march into Europe. In fact, both the Russian and
Chinese militaries pose no conventional military threat to the United States.
The Russian military’s annual budget is one-tenth or less the size of the U.S.
one. China’s military budget is one-third to one-half its size. The
disparities are far larger if you combine the U.S. military budget with those of
its NATO and Asian allies.

Despite this, members of the MIC are increasingly encouraging direct
confrontations with Russia and China, aided by Putin’s war and China’s own
provocations. In the “Indo-Pacific” (as the military calls it), the MIC is
continuing to cash in as the Pentagon builds up bases and forces surrounding
China in Australia, Guam, the Federated States of Micronesia, Japan, the
Marshall Islands, the Northern Mariana Islands, Palau, Papua New Guinea, and the
Philippines.

Such steps and a similar buildup in Europe are only encouraging China and Russia
to strengthen their own militaries. (Just imagine how American politicians would
respond if China or Russia were to build a single military base anywhere close
to this country’s borders.) While all of this is increasingly profitable for
the MIC, it is heightening the risk of a military clash that could spiral into a
potentially species-ending nuclear war between the United States and China or
Russia, or both.

The Urgency of Dismantling

The urgency of dismantling the military-industrial complex should be clear. The
future of the species and planet depends on it.

The most obvious way to weaken the MIC would be to starve it of its lifeblood,
our tax dollars. Few noticed that, after leaving office, former Trump-era
Pentagon chief Christopher Miller called for cutting the Pentagon’s budget in
half. Yes, in half.

Even a 30% cut — as happened all too briefly after the Cold War ended in 1991
— would free hundreds of billions of dollars annually. Imagine how such sums
could build safer, healthier, more secure lives in this country, including a
just economic transition for any military personnel and contractors losing jobs.
And mind you, that military budget would still be significantly larger than
China’s, or Russia’s, Iran’s, and North Korea’s combined.

Of course, even thinking about cutting the Pentagon budget is difficult because
the MIC has captured both political parties, virtually guaranteeing ever-rising
military spending. Which brings us back to the puzzle of how to dismantle the
MIC as a system.

In short, we’re working on the answers. With the diverse group of experts who
helped produce this article’s graphics, we’re exploring, among other ideas,
divestment campaigns and lawsuits; banning war profiteering; regulating or
nationalizing weapons manufacturers; and converting parts of the military into
an unarmed disaster relief, public health, and infrastructure force.

Though all too many of us will continue to believe that dismantling the MIC is
unrealistic, given the threats facing us, it’s time to think as boldly as
possible about how to roll back its power, resist the invented notion that war
is inevitable, and build the world we want to see. Just as past movements
reduced the power of Big Tobacco and the railroad barons, just as some are now
taking on Big Pharma, Big Tech, and the prison-industrial complex, so we must
take on the MIC to build a world focused on making human lives rich (in every
sense) rather than one focused on bombs and other weaponry that brings wealth to
a select few who benefit from death.
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